3062

think a great segment of our people won-
der whether the question really does not
boil down to this, namely, whether the
Chief Executive or whether the Con-
gress of the United States shall have
something to say as to when this Na-
tion should go to war, or whether a
Chief Executive can throw the Nation
into a serious conflict of arms and say
where our armies shall be sent on foreign
fields before we are in an actual war,
under this pact.

It is a serious matter to my way of
thinking, to establish a precedent that
the Chief Executive alone should have
the sole right of determining and pro-

. ceeding in a manner which might involve
the Nation in a war. We cannot abso-
lutely discount this grave possibility. It
would seem to me that the Congress, par-
ticularly the United State Senate, has a
great responsibility to share and dis-
charge in this respect. That is what I
think was contemplated at the time we
discussed on this floor the representa-
tions which were made at the time the
Atlantic Pact was under discussion, that
the Congress would have to decide gbout
implementing the pact. Certainly we
should not permit any Chief Execu-
tive to have this responsibility alone,
either by precedent or by an overt act
which we do not challenge. The people
of the United States are entitled to have
the additional safeguard of action by
the Congress. I propose to do my best to
see that they get it.

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
say that I do not feel that Senafe Reso-
lution 99 and Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 12 go far enough. Neither has the
force and effect of organic law. I shall
not vote for either cf these resolutions,
and I shall endeavor to vote, if given an
opportunity, to assert the right of the
Congress of the United States to pass
upon the question of sending American
forces abroad, where they are to become
an integral part of an international
army. In doing so, I feel that it is
keeping within the spirit and the repre-
sentations made to the people and to the
Senate at the time the North Atlantic
Pact was being debated.

RECESS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, un=
der the order previously entered, I now
move that the Senate take a recess until
10 o'clock a. m. on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being, under
the order entered on March 21, 1951,
until Monday, April 2, 1951, at 10
o’clock a. m.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate March 30 (legislative day of
March 26), 1951:

IN THE ARMY

Maj. Gen. Paul Henry Streit, 06254, Army
of the United States (brigadier general, Medi-
cal Corps, U. 8. Army), for appointment as
major general, Medical Corps, in the Regular
Army of the United States, under the provi-
slons of title V of the Officer Personnel Act
of 1947,
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SENATE

Monpay, ApriL 2, 1951

(Legislative day of Monday, March 26,
1951)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Cur Father God, at this our morning
shrine of prayer, turning from all the
turmoil and chaos without, we would
look within, at our own lives, knowing
that out of the heart are the issues of
life.

We come to this session with a vivid
sense that the cause of freedom is one
around the whole wide world. Thou
knowest that we think with gratitude of
the great nation whose blocd has min-
gled with ours on battlefields of free-
dom and whose President comes to us
today as the seal of our common unity,
even as Lafayette symbolized the aid
of France in the testing days when our
Nationn was born. Together, in these
new times that try our souls, when our
common freedom is threatened by sin-
ister forces, strengthen the hands of
our two nations to hold aloft the flam-
ing torch of liberty enlightening the
world, defending the things more pre-
cious than life itself, we raise the an-
cient battle cry: “Man is man, and who
is more?” In the name of that One

whose truth alone makes- men free, .

Amen.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFarLanD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 30, 1951, was dispensed with.

ASSIGNMENT OF GROUND FORCES TOQ
DUTY IN THE EUROPEAN AREA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 99) approv-
ing the action of the President of the
United States in cooperating in the com-
mon defense efforts of the North Atlantic
Treaty nations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Senate Res-
olution 99 is before the Senate. It is
open to amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Douglas Holland
Anderson Duff Humphrey
Bennett Dworshak Hunt

Benton Eastland Ives

Brewster Ecton Jenner
Bricker Ellender Johnson, Colo,
Bridges Ferguson Johnson, Tex.
Butler, Md. Flanders Johnston, 8. C.
Butler, Nebr. Frear Kefauver
Byrd Fulbright Eem

Cain e Kerr

Capehart Gillette Kilgore
Carlson Green Knowland
Case Hayden Langer

Chavez Hendrickson Lehman
Clements Hennings Lodge
Connally Hickenlooper Long

Cordon Hill McCarthy
Dirksen Hoey McClellan
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McFarland G'Conor Stennis
McMahon O'Mahone; Taft
Malone Pastore Thye
Martin Robertson Tobey
Maybank Russell Underwood
Millikin Saltonstall Watkins
Monroney Schoeppel Welker
Morse Smathers Wherry
Mundt Smith, Maine Wiley
Murray Smith, N. J. Williams
Neely Smith, N.C. Young
Nixon Sparkman

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce

that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KEeLLar] is absent because of illness.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanDENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate,

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

The Chair would like to explain for
the benefit of Senators the unanimous-
consent agreement under which the
Senate is operating today.

On any amendment there may be de-
bate of 30 minutes on a side, to be con-
trolled by the proponent of the amend-
ment, in favor of it, and by the Senator
from Texas [Mr. CoNnaLLY], in opposi-
tion to it.

When all amendments shall have been
disposed of, there will be an hour on each
side for debate on the resolution, the
time to be controlled by the Senator
from Texas and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr., WHERRY].

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state it.

Mr. CONNALLY. In what order are
the amendments to be called up?

The VICE PRESIDENT. They will be
called up as Senators who wish to of-
fer them obtain recognition and offer
the amendments. The mere fact that
they are printed and lying on the table
gives none of them priority.

Mr. CONNALLY. Would not a motion
to recommit take precedence over an
amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. A motion to
recommit, if one were made, would take
precedence over an amendment, Such a
motion may be made at any time, up
until the final vote on the resolution,

Mr. CONNALLY., Can any Senator
call up such a motion or must the one
who makes the motion do so?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Any Senator
who wishes to do so, and who ean ob-
tain recognition, may make a motion
to recommit.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
will state it.

Mr. WHERRY., Does a unanimous-
consent request have the same value as a
motion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. So far as de-
bate on any motion is concerned, it is
limited to 30 minutes on a side, just as
in the case of debate on an amendment.
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Mr. WHERRY. My question was,
Does a unanimous-consent request have
the same value as a motion? That is
to say, if a unanimous-consent request
were made, would 30 minutes be assigned
to the Senator making the unanimous-
consent request?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No. There
is no provision in the unanimous-consent
agreement for a unanimous-consent
request,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, I move
that in lieu of Senate Resolution 99 the
Senate proceed to consider the joint
resolution which I shall send to the desk
and that the first and second readings
required under the rule shall be regarded
as having been had.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
make the point of order— |

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. A point of
order, if made, can be made at any time.
As the Chair understands, the Senator
from Nebraska wishes to discuss the
resolution briefly.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska has the floor.

Mr. LODGE, Mr. President, will the

Senator from Nebraska repeat his state-,

ment? I could not hear it.

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be glad to re-
peat it. However, before I ask for action
on the motion I wish to propose a unani-
mous-consent request. I should like to
speak on the unanimous-consent request
and the motion in the time allotted for
the motion itself. The motion I made
was that in lieu of Senate Resolution 99
the Senate proceed to consider the joint
resolution which I shall send to the desk
in a moment and that the first and sec-
ond readings required under the rule
shall be regarded as having been had.

I will say to my distinguished colleague
from Massachusetts that the proposed
joint resolution is substantially the same
as the resolution we are now consider-
ing, Senate Resolution 99, without the
“whereases.” The only language stricken
from the resolution itself is the language
“it is the belief of the Senate” in para-
graph 2 and the language “it is the sense
of the Senate” in paragraphs 3, 4, 6,
and 7.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks the joint resolution should be
stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
read the proposed joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That—

1. the Senate approves the action of the
President of the United States in cooperat-
ing in the common defensive effort of
the North Atlantic Treaty nations by desig-
nating, at their unanimous request, General
of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower as Su-
preme Allied Commander, Europe, and in
placing Armred Forces of the United States
in Burope under his command;

2, the threat to the security of the United
States and our North Atlantic Treaty part-
ners makes it necessary for the United States
to station abroad such units of our Armed
Forces as may be necessary and appropriate
to contribute our fair share of the forces
needed for the joint defense of the North
Atlantic area;
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8. the President of the United States as
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces,
before taking action——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the re-
mainder identical with the pending res-
olution?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, the joint resolu-
tion is practically identical with Senate
Resolution 99, without the whereases.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
suggests that the further reading be dis-
pensed with.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. That is agree-
able. I do not want to delay.

The proposed joint resolution is as fol-
lows:

Resolved, ete., That—

1. {he Senate approves the action of the
United States in cooperating in the comm-n
defense effort of the North Atlantiec Treaty
nations by designating, at their unanimous
request, General of the Army Dwight D,
Eisenhower as Supreme Allied Commander
Europe, and in placing Armed Forces of the
United States in Europe under his command;

2 the threat to the security of the United
States and our North Atlantic Treaty part-
ners makes it necessary for the United States
to station abroad such units of our Armed
Forces as may be necessary and appropriate
to contribute our falr share of the forces
needed for the joint defense of the North
Atlantic aresa;

8. the President of the United States as
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces,
before taking action to send units of ground
troops to Europe under article 3 of the North
Atlantic Treaty, shall consult the Secretary
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Forelgn Affairs of
the House of Representatives, and the Armed
Bervices Committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, and that he shall
likewise consult the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Europe;

4. before sending units of ground troops
to Europe under article 3 of the North At-
lantic Treaty, the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall

certify to the Secretary of Defense that in -

their opinion the parties to the North At-
lantic Treaty are giving, and have agreed to
give full, realistic force and effect to the re-
quirement of article 3 of sald treaty that
“by means of continuous and eflective self-
help and mutual aid” they will “maintain
and develop their individual and collective
capacity to resist armed attack,” specifically
insofar as the creation of combat units is
concerned;

5. the Senate herewith approves the un-
derstanding that the major contribution to
the ground forces under General Eilsen-
hower's command should be made by the
European members of the North Atlantic
Treaty, and that such units of United States
ground forces as may be assigned to the
above command shall be so assigned only
after the Joint Chiefs of Staff certify to the
Secretary of Defense that in their opinion
such assignment is a necessary step In
strengthening the security of the United
States; and the certified opinions referred to
in paragraphs 4 and 5 shall be transmitted
by the Becretary of Defense to the President
of the United States, and to the Senate Com-
mittees on Foreign Relations and Armed
Services, and to the House Committees on
Foreign Affairs and Armed Services as soon
as they are received;

6. in the interests of sound constitutional
processes, and of national unity and under-
standing, congressional approval shall be ob-
talned of any pollcy requiring the assign-
ment of American troops abroad when such
assignment i5 in implementation of article
8 of the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Sen-
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ate hereby approves the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
send four additional divisions of ground
forces to Western Europe;

7. the President shall submit to the Con-
gress at intervals of not more than 6 months
reports on the implementation of the North
Atlantie Treaty, including such information
as may be made avallable for this purpose by
the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Nebraska is recognized for 30
minutes on his motion.

Mr, WHERRY. I desire to say that
I myself am not agreeable to some of
the provisions of the proposed joint reso-
lution. I am offering it for one purpose;
that is to get before the Senate of the
United States a joint resolution instead
of a simple Senate resolution or a con-
current resclution. Before requesting
that the motion be put I am going to ask
unanimous consent of the Senate that in
lieu of Senate Resolution 99 the Senate
proceed to consider the joint resolution
which has now been offered. I do this
for mechanical reasons, Those who
listened to the debate here last Wednes-
day, Thursday, and Friday, I am sure
have heard the most convincing argu-
ments that neither Senate Resolution 99
nor Senate Concurrent Resolution 18, if
adopted, will have any force or effect of
law. They will simply be admonitions,
advice, to the President of the United
States.

Therefore it seems to me that if the
Congress is to determine the policy or
the program of national defense the ac-
tion taken ought to have the full effect
and full force of organic law. That can
only be done by having the Senate and
the House of Representatives consider
and pass a joint resolution, regardless of
how Senators may feel about its provi-
sions. I cannot see why anyone should
object to the joint resolution. If the
Senate wants to approve the provisions
of Senate Resolution 99 or of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 18, certainly they
should be embodied in a joint resolution,
wkich, if passed, will have the full force
and effect of law.

So far as the junior Senator from Ne-
braska is concerned I do not agree with
some of the provisions of the pending
resolutions, and I intend to oppose them.,
W+ have every right to amend the reso-
lutions on the floor., We have every
right to change them in any way the
Senate desires to change them. But in
the final analysis, when such changes
have been made, if the action taken is
in the form of a joint resolution, and
it shall be passed, we shall have a piece
of legislation which has the full force and
effect of organic law. If we adopt either
Senate Resolution 99 or Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 18 we have not adopted
anything that has the full effect and
force of organic law.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHEREY. I yield.

Mr. IVES. I wish to inquire of the
Senator from Nebraska if the approval
of the President is not required before a
joint resolution can have the full force
and effect of law?
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Mr. WHERRY. Certainly; that is un-
derstood. When we say that a measure
has the full force and effect of law, of
course, we mean that it has been passed
through the various constitutional pro-
cedures, which means that not only the
Senate makes a determination with re-
spect to it, but the House as well, after
which the President must sign it.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska yield
again?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New
York would like to inquire of the Senator
from Nebraska what the situation would
be if the President were to veto a joint
resolution of this nature.

Mr. WHERRY. Then, Mr, President,
there would be two options. The joint
resolution would either die, or the Con-
gress would have the right to pass it
over the President’s veto, as it has the
richt to do with respect to all pieces
of legislation. Why should the Congress
not have that right? Why should the
President not assume his full responsi-
bility either to sign the measure or to
veto it? The whole force of the argu-
ment is, as the Senator well knows—no
one knows it better than does he—that
we have before us two resolutions, and
even though we were to adopt one or
both of them, with or without amend-
ments, neither the simple Senate resolu-
tion nor the Senate concurrent resolu-
tion would have the full force and effect
of law. Neither one would have any
legal binding effect upon the adminis-
tration. They would merely be admoni-
tions to the President of the United
States,

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the dis-
tinguished Senator again yield?

Mr. WHERRY. Before I yield fur-
ther, Mr. President, T wish to say that
we have gone far beyond the original
purposes. Now we are determining the
question of troops, we are detc.mining
the whole policy of defense. For that
reason the Congress of the United States
ought to assume its full share of respon-
sibility, and so should the President, in
determining such broad policies as are
involved in Senate Resolutior. 99.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I1yield.

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New
York wishes to inquire of his distin-
guished colleague from Nebraska if the
adoption of either the Senate resolution
or the Senate concurrent resolution, as
they are now"before us, would not have
in effect—I am not talking about the
technical aspects of the matter—would
not have in effect the force of law insofar
as the Senate is concerned, with respect
to the Senate resolution, and if the con-
current resolution were to be approved,
insofar as the House also is concerned,
on the future attitude and action of the
Senate or the Congress? They do ex-
press, do they not, the sense of the Sen-
ate and of the Congress?

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator has
answered his own question., They
merely express the sentiment of the
Senate and the House, They do not
have any binding effect.
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It is not a technical proposition at all.
The Senator knows that. The scope of
the resolutions which we are now con-
sidering is so broad as to involve a com-
plete determination of our national de-
fense policy. All committees of the Sen-
ate are interested in that determination.
Not only the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and the Armed Service Committee
are interested, but certainly the Appro-
priations Committee is interested, and
certainly the Finance Committee is in-
terested when it comes to consider the
means of raising the money. Every
Senator is interested. Every Member of
the House is interested. Certainly the
President of the United States should be
interested.

As I stated on the floor of the Senate
on Friday afternoon, the question of
sending troops to Veracruz has been
raised. While that incident was used by
the committee in its report respecting
the Presidential powers that might be
used to send troops outside the United
States without invoking constitutional
processes, yet when we read the mes-
sage of President Wilson we find that he
said he did not even want to assume re-
sponsibility for sending troops to Vera-
cruz, where a conflict might occur, and
cause war, unless a joint resolution were
passed by the Congress, and the Con-
gress would accept the responsibility for
what might happen in Veracruz.

The same principle is involved here.
If troops are sent to Europe with the
idea of building up morale here, and
they should be attacked, and war should
ensue, the Congress of the United States
would not have anything to do with
such involvement. So, if the Congress
now wants to assume its responsibility,
as it should, there is only one way to do
S0 mechanically. It is not a technical
proposition. It is just as plain as can
be that the question involved here goes
completely beyond the phrase “it is the
sense of the Senate” that Congress de-
termine the policy, which is the form in
which the resolution now appears.
There is now involved a complete deter-
mination of national defense policy, and,
therefore, there should be before the
Senate either a bill or a joint resolution,
the passage of which would give full
force and effect legally and in every
other way to what the Senate and the
House and the President of the United
States do regarding this great, broad
question.

Mr. President, so far as I have been
able to find, there are no precedents for
the motion. I know as well as does any
other Senator that a motion to substi-
tute a joint resolution for a simple res-
olution or for a concurrent resolution
apparently violates rule XIV; that that
is not the way in which a bill or a Senate
joint resolution is usually handled. But
time and again there has been presented
the same situation which is now before
the Senate, and, by unanimous consent,
the Senate has permitted such proce-
dure, and it has been done without a
point of order being made against the
request.

So I felt it was my duty, inasmuch as
the debate for the past 3 days has hinged
upon the question of passing a joint res-
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olution, at least to ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to act by
way of a joint resolution embodying lan-
guage identical with that contained in
the Senate resolution and in the Senate
concurrent resolution.

Secondly, if objection is made to the
unanimous-consent request, then it is
my position that the motion to which I
have referred should be made.

Let me say that I am inclined not to
appeal from a decision of the Chair on
a point of order, if a point of order is
made against the motion, because I do
not wish to be a party to an attempt,
each and every time a temporary situa-
tion is involved, to override the decision
of the Chair and establish by such
means, in cases of that sort, rules to
govern the Senate.

However, I wish to point out as em-
phatically and as-forcibly as I can that
there is no precedent in the Senate
against what I am doing now; I cannot
find one. On the other hand, time and
time again, because of the mechanics of
procedure which are involved, and in
order to speed upon the consideration of
a measure, regardless of how Senators
may feel about it, consent has been given
in order to make it possible for the Sen-

- ate to proceed in such a way as to elimi-

nate the mechanical difficulties, and to
enable the Senate in an orderly fashion
to proceed to the consideration of pro-
posed legislation in the way I have
mentioned.

Mr. President, there are Members of
the Senate who feel that the resolution
should be in the form of a joint resolu-
tion, and they feel so strongly about it
that they have stated on the floor of the
Senate that they will move to recommit
the resolution, if such a motion is the
last recourse they have in their attempt
to have the question come before the
Senate in the form of a joint resolution.

The unanimous-consent request I
have made will, if agreed to, completely
eliminate the necessity for the making of
such a motion, and will enable the Sen-
ate to proceed to do in a voluntary way
what otherwise might have to be done
by way of a motion in order to attempt
to reach the same objective in another
fashion or by means of another pro-
cedure,

So I feel that every effort should be
made, either by way of obtaining unani-
mous consent, or by way of a motion
made by myself, to have the resolution
now pending come before the Senate in
the form of a joint resolution, regardless
of how Senators may feel about any of
its provisions.

If Senators wish to go along with Sen-
ate Resolution 99 or with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 18, there is no reason
why they cannot do so while following
the suggestion I have made, because my
suggestion merely amounts to striking
out either the words “Senate resolution"”
or “Senate concurrent resolution,” and
inserting the words “Senate joint reso-
lution.”

Mr. President, if the resolution is
changed to the form of a joint resolu-
tion then, regardless of the provisions
included in the resolution when it is
finally acted upon by the Senate, it will
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be a joint resolution which will have the
effect and force of law and will be en-
acted into law by way of the constitu-
tional processes.

After listening to the debate, in the
course of which some able arguments
on this very question have been made, I
am convinced that the only sensible
thing to do is to permit the Senate to
proceed to consider a joint resolution on
this subject—in other words, a measure
which, regardless of the provisions it
finally may contain, will be in such a
form that it will have the force and ef-
fect of law. In that event we shall have
a measure by means of which the policy
will be determined in accordance with
the constitutional processes.

Mr. President, I do not wish to take
any further time of the Senate. This
issue is very plain.

So I ask unanimous consent that in
lieu of Senate Resolution No. 99, the
Senate proceed to consider the joint
resolution just read by the clerk, and
that the first and second readings, as re-
quired under the rule, be regarded as
having been had.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Nebraska withdraw the
motion he made?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, temporarily.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest propounded by the Senator from
Nebraska?

Mr. CONNALLY. I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Objection is
heard.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr, President, now
I so move.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska now renews his original
motion.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, does
the motion propose to substitute a joint
resolution for the Senate resolution?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor=-
rect.

Mr. CONNALLY. I make the point
of order that that cannot be done under
the rules of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. TUnder rule
XIV, which governs the procedure of
the Senate in regard to bills, joint reso-
lutions, and so forth, it is not in order,
if a bill is pending before the Senate, to
move that its character be changed to
that of a joint resolution. It is not in
order, if a concurrent resolution is be-
fore the Senate, to move that it be
changed into the form of a bill or a
joint resolufion. It is not in order, un-
der that rule, if a simple Senate reso-
lution is before the Senate, to move that
either a bill or a joint resolution or a
concurrent resolution be substituted for
the simple Senate resolution.

In other words, the motion of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska is not in order, for
it violates rule XIV.

So the Chair sustains the point of
order.

The reselution is open to amendment.

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, I rise to
call up an amendment which has been
printed. It is one which pertains to
page 5, line 3, of the resolution.

The VICE PRETITDENT. The Secre-
tary will state th. ameandment.
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The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, in
line 3, at the end of section 6, it is pro-
posed to strike oub the period, insert a
colon, and the following: “Provided,
That persons in the additional ground
troops sent to Western Europe in har-
mony with the provisions of this section
shall be not less than 20 years of age.”

Mr. CASE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Dakota is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the lan-
guage of this amendment makes clear
its purpose. It is simple and short. It
proposes that the paragraph which deals
with the sending of additional ground
troops to Europe be amended by adding
these words:

Provided, That persons in the additional
ground troops sent to Western Europe in
barmony with the provisions of this section
shall be not less than 20 years of age.

Mr. President, during the debate last
week when the able Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Camv] was discussing the
issues involved in this measure, he
pointed out that he had taken an active
part in the consideration of the universal
military training, selective service, or
draft bill extension; but he said that in
supporting that measure and in voting
for it he did not vote to draft and send
18-year-olds into an international army.

The purpose of this amendment is to
give effect to a position of that sort.

Members of the Senate who have had
the privilege of visiting either Japan or
Germany during the time we have had
an army of occupation there, can hardly
have escaped heering comment by offi-
cers in command there that boys of
18 or 19 are not proper persons to be
used for an international police. In
this country we do not eall upon boys
of 18 or 19 to be policemen. Anyone
who proposes, on the other hand, that
boys 18 or 19 years of age should be made
part of an international command for
either occupation or police duties, carries
the heavy burden of proof, against the
experience of the armies of occupation,
that boys in that age group are fitted by
temperament to meet the particular
duties and responsibilities and tempta-
tions which exist in a police force.

The Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee has supplied me with a newspaper
clipping giving a United Press report
from London on March 18. That report
points out that although in Western Eu-
rope all nations except Ireland have
compulsory military training, only two
countries—Britain and Switzerland—
draft youths of 18 years of age. Switzer-
land is not a member of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization. So only
Britain of the NATO countries will draft
18-year-olds for possible use in the inter-
national army.

The United Press report also points
out that “in France, from which Gen.
Dwight D. Eisenhower hopes to draw the
most manpower, youths of 18 cannot
even be sent into combat serviee outside
the country.”

On the other hand, according to the
dispatch, “British draftees apparently
get the toughest assignments among Eu-
ropean nonvolunteer soldiers, for the
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British youth is drafted at 18 and may
be sent into combat after 3 months of
training.”

In Holland men hecome liable to draft
during their nineteenth year, and pre-
sumably they receive a period of train-
ing before they may be sent into an
international command. They serve for
18 months.

In Belgium the draft age is 19, and
there they must be trained for at least
6 weeks before being sent into combat.

In France the draft age is 20, and the
training period is 18 months.

Mr. President, it will be a heavy burden
upon Members of the Senate to return
to their homes and say that the Senate
has sanctioned the sending of additional
troops to Europe and has said that in-
cluded among those troops may be boys
who now may be drafted at 18 years of
age, trained for 3 or 4 months, and then
perhaps be made part of an international
command, to be placed under officers
who may not be officers of the United
States, who perhaps may not be sym-
pathetic with or may not understand the
principles which guide officers of the
United States in establishing camp con-
ditions and the regulations under which
the boys serve.

I say that a heavy burden will be
placed upon Senators of the United
States when they go back to their re-
spective States if they have to say that
the Senate has approved the sending of
additional troops to Europe for an in-
ternational army including 18- and
19-year-olds, when in France the lowest
draft age is 20. My amendment merely
proposes that though we approve the
sending of additional troops, they shall
not include boys of 18 and 19 years.

In Ifaly the draft age is 21, and com-
pulsory training for 18 months is author-
ized, although, because of the present
state of the Government's finances, the
term is only 15 months. How will Sen-
ators explain the fact that without the
amendment I propose, we would be ap-
proving the sending of 18- and 19-year-
olds into an international army, whereas
in Italy the draft age is 21?

In Denmark the draft age is 20, and
provision is made for 1 year of training.

In Norway the draft age is 19, but
there is on top of that a requirement
of basic training of 3 months; and fur-
ther training for a period of from 3 to 9
months may then be ordered, depending
upon the branch of service; following
which, a year of service may be required.
How will Senators defend the sending of
additional American ground troops to
Europe, containing 18- and 19-year olds,
if Norway does not draft men until they
are 19, and then provides for a training
period beyond that, before they go into
service? !

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from South Dakota yield to the
Senator from Utah?

Mr. CASE. I yield to the Senator
from Utah, provided I do not thereby
lose the floor.

Mr. WATKINS. Can the Senator ad-
vise us now as to whether there are at
the present time in occupied Germany or
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Austria any American troops under 20
years of age?

Mr. CASE. There are some under 20
years of age. Boys who have volun-
teered, of course, or who have enlisted
in the services, could be under 20 years
of age. In the Air Force there is no re-
striction against enlistment under 20
years of age; and the Air Force troops
who are stationed in Germany or in
England, and who presumably will be a
part of the international army, would
not be affected. The only thing I
thought I could properly affect at this
point is the paragraph where it is spe-
cifically proposed to approve the send-
ing of additional ground troops to
Europe. Certainly we can condition
that approval by saying that we will not
include 18- and 19-year olds among the
additional troops.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. CASE. 1 yield, provided I do not
thereby lose the floor.

Mr. WATKINS., I have talked to a
number of Senators who have visited
Europe during the time we have been
occupying Germany and Austria. In al-
most every instance those Senators have
reported that the conditions under which
our young boys are serving at the pres-
ent time are deplorable, that they are
yielding to many temptations with which
young men of that age should not be
confronted, and that altogether it is
probably an undesirable policy to have
our very young boys in occupation
armies. I should like to say now that
I desire to join with the Senator in his
amendment, and, in my opinion, it should
be adopted without any question.

Mr. CASE. I should like to supple-
ment what the Senator from Utah has
stated by saying that in the fall of 1947
it was my privilege to be in Germany
and Austria for 6 weeks with the Select
Committee on Foreign Aid of the House
of Representatives. While there I was
in daily contact with officers of the army
of occupation, and without exception, as
reflected in the opinions expressed to me
at that time, there was a feeling that
armies of oceupation should not consist
of young troops; and certainly that
should also apply to police troops, which
I take it the international command
would essentially be,

Mr., WATEKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. CASE, I yield, on the same con-
dition.

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not a fact that
under the program as now outlined, and
under the program we have been dis-
cussing, there is a possibility that we
may continue to have occupation in Ger-
many and certain other countries, and
that we may thereby help to garrison
their lands for a period of 10, 15, 25, or
perhaps 50 years—no one knows how
long?

Mr. CASE. No one knows., That is
certainly true. .

Mr. WATKINS. Is that not one of
the possibilities at the present time?

Mr, CASE. It is a possibility.

. Mr. President, the proposal to par-
ticipate in effectuating the North At-
lantic Treaty organization by sending
additional troops can be defended to the
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American people only if we do it upon
some basis comparable with what may
be provided by the other members of the
organization; and when the record
clearly indicates that such North At-
lantic Treaty organization countries as
France, Italy, Norway, and Denmark are
not proposing to send their troops into
an international army, or even to draft
them, until they are older than 18 or 19
years, certainly we should place the con-
dition I have proposed upon our ap-
proval.

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from South Dakota yield to the
Senator from Missouri?

Mr. CASE. I yield, provided I do not
thereby lose the floor.

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the
Senator from South Dakota whether it
is not true that if his amendment were
adopted it would in no way be binding
upon the President, but would serve
merely as a suggestion or an admonition
to him,

Mr. CASE. Of course, it would condi-
tion our approval. It would be the ex-
pression of the Senate. It would be as
binding as any other expression em-
bodied in the resolution. Whether it
would be binding upon the President
would depend of course upon the even-
tual form of the measure we pass. If it
should become a joint resolution of the
Senate and House, it then could become
binding. The amendment I have pro-
posed, if adopted, would have the same
status as the portion of the resolution
which it seeks to amend, to the effect
that it is the expressed opinion of the
Senate,

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. CASE. 1 yield, on the same con-
ditions.

Mr. KEM. Assuming that the amend-
ment is added to the Senate resolution,
izowill then have no binding effeet, will

Mr, CASE. Assuming that it is added
to the Senate resolution, it will have
no binding effect upon the President, any
more than would the remainder of the
resolution; that is correct. But it oe-
curs to me that any President of the
United States would be bound to give
some consideration to an expression of
the body which is his legal and constitu-
tional adviser in foreign affairs.

It is proposed by the resolution to ex-
press the opinion of the Senate on a
matter of policy. Throughout the de-
bate, it has seemed to me that we might
very well go to the content of the par-
ticular proposals of the resolution. By
my amendment I have sought to do that.
We could here very well debate not mere-
ly the right of the Senate to speak, but
the merits of what we propose to en-
dorse. The pending resolution proposes
to endorse the sending of additional
ground troops to Europe, I am suggest-
ing that the Senate say that, if we go
on record as approving the sending of
additional ground troops to Europe, we
shall say that 18- and 19-year-olds shall
not be included.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time,

APRIL 2

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobgel.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President; I did
not request time on the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Casel.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is not
confined to the discussion of any particu-
lar amendment. I yield 30 minutes to
the JSenator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEY].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Wisconsin is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senator from Texas has
yielded me 30 minutes on the amend-
ments. I intend to request additional
time on the pending resolution, in order
that I may make my position entirely
clear.

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the
amendments shall have been disposed of,
1 hour will be allowed on each side of
the pending resolution, the time to be
controlled by the Senator from Texas
and the Senator from Nebraska. How-
ever, during the discussion of any amend-
ment the Senator may discuss the reso-
lution, if he gets the time.

Mr. WILEY. Do I correctly under-
stand the Chair to rule that, having been
yielded 30 minutes on the amendments, I
need not be yielded 30 minutes on the
resolution?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not now.

Mr. WILEY. I do notintend to spend
any time on the particular amendment,
that being a matter for each Senator to
weigh in determining what its effect
would be on a military organization. At
this time I am speaking on the resolu-
tions which were reported from the two
committees, sitting jointly.

In any domestic or world crisis—and
we are now experiencing both—there are
lessons to be learned. In my previous
remarks on the floor of the Senate in
this debate I said that we had three great
values to preserve—peace, the value of
the American dollar, and the Republic
with its checks and balances.

Every citizen who is awake to the
challenges of this period is alert to the
need for preparedness. What consti-
tutes preparedness? There is a great
divergence of opinion on the meaning of
preparedness to meet the onward march
of communism and Marxism. Certainly
one of the basic factors in any worth-
while preparedness is for us to deal with
facts and reject fiction.

I shall not take the time to picture at
length the situation in Asia, in Europe,
all of which is so well known to every
Senator. Briefly the facts are these:
110,000 or more of our troops are in
Western Germany. On the airfields, in
Europe, Africa, the islands of the Medi-
terranean our American boys are con-
stantly on the alert. The American Navy
is in the Mediterranean. Our Atlantic
Fleet and our Pacific Fleet is also on the
alert. We are appropriating billions.
We are calling our boys by the milliors
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into the military service of our country.
We are at war in Korea., We are fur-
nishing arms aid to our partners in the
North Atlantic Pact. Eisenhower and
his staff are working feverishly in Europe.
The other nations in the pact and our
allies and friends—Turkey, Greece,
Spain, Yugoslavia—are standing ready.
The President of France and his Prime
Minister are in this city to cement the
ties that came into being in the Revolu-
tion and sanctified by the sacrifice of our
sons in two World Wars.

And today, and for weeks past, we ue-
bate the question. Shall we approve the
President’s suggestion that we send four
additional divisions to Europe to be in-
corporated with those that are there into
an international army under the leader-
ship of General Eisenhower?

Oh, yes; we debate what form the res-
olution should take.

Many of those who object to the pres-
ent form will not vote for the resolu-
tion if it be modified to be a joint reso-
lution because they are against sending
any additional troops to Europe and
against incorporating any of our troops
into the international army.

Mr. President, when Congress author-
izes the raising of troops, authorizes the
construction of more airplanes, and a
larger Air Force, authorizes an addition
to the Navy, authorizes the spending
of billions of dollars for armament, it
has by those actions implemented by
concrete action and conerete facilities
the President’s power as Commander in
Chief. Why are we doing this?

I think at this time it is pertinent to
quote the language of the Court of
Claims in Swaim v. U. §. (28 Court of
Claims 173, affirmed in 165 U. S. 5§53) :

The Congress may increase the Army or
reduce the Army or abolish it altogether,
But so long as we have a military force,
Congress cannot take away from the Presi-
dent the supreme command. It is true that
the Constitution has conferred upon Con-
gress the exclusive power to make rules for
the government and regulation of the land
and naval forces. But the two powers are
distinct. Neither can trench wupon the
other. The President cannot under the
guise of military orders evade the legisla-
tive regulatluna by which he in common
with the Army must be governed, and Con-
gress cannot in the disguise of rules for gov=
ernment of the Army impair the authority
of the President as Commander in Chief,

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. I cannot yield; I am
sorry. I have only a few minutes.
BOME ARGUMENTS AND ANSWERS PERTAINING TO

THE ISSUE OF TROOPS TO EUROPE

Much has been said on this floor since
the beginning of the debate on March 16.
I should like, therefore, to note some
of the arguments which have been pre-
sented and to give you one man’s answer
for each. I ask no one else to accept
this answer but I wish the REcorp to be
clear as to my judgment on these im-
portant points.

Argument: It has been contended that
nothing less than a joint resolution by
the Congress will satisfy article 11 of the
North Atlantic Treaty, which requires
the implementation of the treaty by
means of constitutional processes.
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Answer: This reasoning is faulty. The
term “constitutional processes” means
that whatever is done to implement the
treaty shall be according to regular prac-
tices. That is, the President may ap-
point a commander of American troops
in the integrated army; the Congress
may by resolution express its sense rela-
tive to some aspect of the treaty; and the
Congress and the President may pass
legislation providing for arms to be used
in support of the treaty. All of these
will meet the requirements according to
the constitutional processes of the United
States. What is a constitutional process
in a given instance will depend upon the
requirements of an action or the circum-
stances of a situation.

Let me say from the very start of this
controversy and in view of these factors:
First, article 3 in the Atlantic Pact; sec-
ond, article 5 in the Atlantic Pact; third,
the history of the legislation embodying
the interpretations by the Secretary of
State, the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
NaLLy], the Senator from Michigan [(Mr,
VanDENBERG], and other Senators.

I have repeatedly held that if the cir-
cumstances remain substantially as they
were at the time of the pact the imple-
mentation thereof should be by congres-
sional action.

It must be borne in mind that under
article 3 there was a clear-cut agreement
for the development of “collective capac-
ity™ by their “respective constitutional
processes of the Government.” Until the
question arose as to the creation of an
international army, there was no objec-
tion or claim that the President was not
“more effectively achieving the objectives
of the treaty by doing what he had been
doing in relation to putting ground
forces on the air bases, joint Navy ma-
neuvers,” and so forth. But when it
came to a matter of implementing the
treaty in relation to arms aid, he came
to the Congress and the implementation
was by bill and appropriation—undoubt-
edly a constitutional process. But there
are many kinds of constitutional proe-
esses. When the President asserts his
constitutional power, it is a constitu-
tional process; when the Congress exer-
cises its functions, it is a constitutional
process.

1 state again that it is my opinion that
Congress had a duty and a responsibility
to decide the implementation under the
present circumstances of article 3 to the
Atlantie Pact, and it has the similar duty
and responsibility under the present
world circumstances in relation to the
international army issue. I repeat what
I have said heretofore, that in view of
the world circumstances, these two arms
of the Government—the executive and
the legislative branches—have an obli-
gation to get together. I think that
when there was submitted to the com-
mittees meeting jointly, the testimony
of the armed services of this country and
testimony of many great servants of the
people, that was an evidence of getting
together, and we did get together in the
committee in a resolution that expresses
the intent of 'the joint committee, which
manifested a spirit of cooperation.

If Congress approves the sending of
troops to Turope, to become a part of the
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international army, is not this action by
this Government? A great deal of argu-
ment on the floor has been heard, stat-
ing that approval by Congress by a con-
current resolution is not a constitutional
process, and it must be by a joint reso-
lution. Since this point was raised I
have given considerable thought and
some study to this matfer. “Congres-
sional” means, ef course, according to
the dictionary, “pertaining to Congress.”
“Process” means “a course or method of
operation incident to the accomplish-
ment of a result.”

If we agree, end I think we all do, that
there is at least a moral obligation in
view of the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding the ratification of the Atlantic
Pact, that Congress should take action
in relation to implementation, then if
Congress passes this concurrent resolu-
tion we have accomplished the collabo-
ration and the cooperation that is so
necessary. However, there are those
who say that this resolution has no legal
affect, that it can be accomplished only
by a joint resolution. If they are cor-
rect, and I do not think they are, we
would still have our hand in making for-
eign policy in this critical period.

I agree with the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Georce] that this is a congressional
process. It is the act of the two Houses.
I refer to the concurrent resolution. If
that is true, then it is a legal imple-
mentation, or at least a constitutional
process approving the suggested action
of the Executive,

I assume from the remarks of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT]l on Fri-
day, March 29, when he said, on page
2995, he would vote for the resolution,
that he is of the same conclusion.

Second argument: The Senate has
been urged not to pass this resolution
because it is “vague and fuzzy.”

Answer: The resolution is a compro-
mise measure and represents the ground
on which the members of the joint com-
mittee could meet. All efforts at clari-
fication in committee threatened to di-
vide the committee. Therefore, al-
though the measure may be unsatisfac-
tory to some, it does constitute a posi-
tive step toward an improved morale
among our allies and a better under-
standing of the situation we face among
the people of the United States. And it
is a congressional action or process.

The third argument: It has been as-
serted that the President is attempting
to make himself a dictator over the
United States military policies and de-
fense forces and therefore the Congress
should enact legislation to forestall the
usurpation of this power.

Answer: I have expressed on this
floor my belief that the President as
Commander in Chief, has the full and
complete right to deploy American
forces abroad and that he has this right
under the Constitution. Neither this
resolution nor any resolution can take
from him one iota of power which the
Constitution has bestowed upon him.
But even if that were not true, it is
doubtful that a resolution of the Con-
gress, either concurrent or joint, would
be capable of preventing him from
usurping powers if he wanted to. In
other words, this resolution and a joint
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resolution would have little practical ef-
fect in preventing the Chief Executive
form usurping powers if that were his
purpose—and I seriously doubt that the
President has such intentions in mind.

Fourth arguiment: We have been urged
.not to make a move until Spain, Yugo-
slavia, Greece, Turkey, and Germany
have been brought into the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

Answer: This, in my book, is the coun-
sel of frustration and despair. The need
for action is now. We should go ahead
on all fronts simultaneously. I agree
we should seek to bring all these states
into the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation as soon as possible, but I also be-
lieve that at the same time we must
move ahead with the integrated Euro-
pean army without delay. That means
our troops must be sent now, and Con-
gress and the Executive should move to-
gether promptly to expedite their dis-
patch to Europe.

Fifth argument: A strong case has
been made for the United States not
taking any action until our allies have
built up their defense.

Answer: One of the reasons why the
European defenses have not developed
more rapidly has been the lack of equip-
ment. Another has been their inability
to get together for security purposes.
The United States security is intimately
bound to that of Western Europe. A
strong Western Europe, able to ward off
aggression, is a guaranty of security to
the United States. We should not hesi-
tate, therefore, to make our contribu-
tion to the development of European de-
fense. Since time is of importance and
our assistance is of the greatest value,
we should lend all help possible to Eu-
rope. General Bradley gave five good
reasons for helping Europe now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reasons stated by General
Bradley be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

(1) If war should come, the ability of our
present two divisions in Germany to defend
themselves would be Iimmeasurably in-
creased; (2) the will of the free nations
to fight, their morale, will be given reassur-
ance by our sending of additional troops;
(3) we need strength in Europe to deter
the Soviet from attack as weakness can only
invite attack; (4) this 18 not the time for
suspicious scrutiny—it is the time for gen-
erous leadership; and (5) If war comes, we
should choose to fight in other parts of
the world than the United States.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I continue
with the next argument:

Sixth argument: Much time has been

spent in asserting that this i a new ven-
ture and that never before in the United
States history have we contributed troops
(to an integrated unified international
army. It has been further contended
that the President will abandon his role
as Commander in Chief of the United
States military forces when they are
 blaced under General Eisenhower's in-
ternational command.

Answer: This reasoning grows out of
inadequate understanding of the true
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role of General Eisenhower and the rela-
tionship which he and the forces en-
trusted to his international command
will have to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the United States Military Establish-
ment, General Eisenhower will be di-
rectly responsible to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, as will the American troops under
his command. There will be no mixing
of the troops on less than a division level
and in case of conflicting direction, the
orders of the Joint Chiefs of Staff will
prevail. For example, if one of the four
divisions now under contemplation were
needed in Korea after it had been as-
signed to the European army, it could be
dispatched immediately by the United
States Joint Chiefs of Staff to Korea.
At no time will the President lose his
power to direct the troops and the offi-
cers of the United States in Europe.

Seventh argument: We have heard
long and eloguent protests against our
doing this in the name of peace.

Answer: Surely the protestors could
not contend that it is being done with
aggressive intentions. But entirely aside
from that line of reasoning, would the
protestors have us maintain ourselves in
a weakened condition, open to aggression
waiting for the attack which Stalin,
Lenin, and all the Communists have
forecast they will make upon the United
States and the rest of the free world if
they are able to do so? If the aggres-
sions of Soviet Russia since 1917 have not
convinced the protestors that weakness is
an invitation to attack, I doubt that I
can persuade them.

Eighth argument: It has been con-
tended that this is internationalism run
wild and that the policy is not truly
American.

Answer: The considered testimony of
all military experts before the Foreign
Relations Committee supported the view
that a strong Europe will be able to ward
off aggression and will prevent war. The
security of the United States is inti-
mately bound up with that of Europe
and the building of a strong defense
force in Europe is a basic requirement
of the security of the United States,
The contribution of the four divisions to
an integrated defense force is a truly
American policy for it is calculated to
inerease our strength and protect our
shores.

Ninth argument: If has been con-
tended that dispatching more soldiers
to Europe will be a provocative act.

Answer: General Eisenhower pointed
out emphatically that if the Soviet Union
chose to consider this as a provocative
step, it could only be because it had cal-
culated aggression anyway. In terms of
over-all needs, the force is very small
and will constitute only a small part of
a larger force, with only defense func-
tions assigned to it. In no way can the
dispatch of these troops be described as
provocative.

Tenth argument: One plea has bheen
that we take no action on S:nate Reso-
lution 99 because our United Nations
allies in Korea have placed the burden
on us and we have contributed 90 per-
cent of the United Nations military
forces and suffered 90 percent of the
United Nations casualties,
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Answer: The two situations are not
analogous, In Korea, the President de-
liberately took the initiative; and the
contribution of troops by other United
Nations powers has been entirely ac-
cording to their own discretion. More-
over, we have refused to accept some
voluntary contributions of forces in
Korea. In Europe, however, we are tied
to a number of allies operating according
to plan with a definite understanding as
to what each is to contribute. The situ-
ation is therefore quite different from
the Korean, and it would be a. mistake
to measure our efforts in Europe accord-
ing to our experience in the Far East.

Eleventh argument: We have fre-
quently heard the plea for reliance on
air and naval power on the assumption
that they will be adequate to handle any
situation and stop ageression.

Answer: This view is completely un-
realistic. Ground troops, coupled with
air support, are required to stop ground
attack.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement in the committee report deal-
ing with the point be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point as a part of my remarks,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

If there is any question on the subject, our
experience in Eorea should demonstrate con-
clusively that air superiority is not enough.
There we have had complete mastery of the
air, yet in spite of that the enemy has been
able at times to press his advance to a peril-
ous point.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the
twelfth argument is: The administration
has been roundly criticized for testifying
at the hearings on the North Atlantic
Treaty that it would not implement the
treaty with ground troops. It has also
been contended that congressional lead-
ers gave assurances on the floor that
Congress would be consulted if troops
were to be used for the implementation
of the treaty.

Answer: Unlike those who have tried
to deny these contentions, I freely admit
that they were made in good faith by the
administration and by the congressional
leaders. They were made in 1949 when
the situation was very different. This is
1951 and the menace to world peace and
the United States security is much graver
than in 1949, We now need additional
American troops in Europe. Congress
now has the opportunity to implement
the treaty with those forces and I con-
tend that Congress should do so with-
out loss of time.

I
THE PRESIDENT'S POWER TO DEFLOY UNITED
STATES MILITARY FORCES ABROAD

I should like to repeat three of the
principles I stated on March 16 that are
basic to any approach to the sending of
troops to Europe,

The first is that the issue has been nar-
rowed down to the simple proposition:

Has the President the power to put our
forces into an international army and
transfer them without the consent of
Congress? That is the iss;'e—RECORD,
Mareh 16, 1951, page 2552.

I shall have more to say on this in a
moment,
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The second is that the legislative his-
tory of the ratification of the North At-
lantic Treaty indicates that congression-
al authorization was to be asked if troops
were to be sent to Europe to implement
the pact—RECORD, page 2552. Let me say
at this point in further elaboration of my
answers to the eminent Senator from
New York that it is my belief that most
members of the Joint Committee are also
of this same opinion, and that this can
be demonstrated from the record of our
executive sessions.

This is the backdrop against which
we must interpret the meaning of para-
grapa 6 cf Senate Resolution 99. Let us
pass over the argument that the para-
graph is much broader in scope than
merely requiring approval for the send-
ing of additional troops abread, and that
it is addressed to the implementation of
article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty.

The wording and evolution of this
paragraph, I believe, show clearly that
the paragraph is applicable when a
change in policy takes place. If is not
concerned with any individual soldier as
the Senator from New York seems to
interpret it. I repeat what I said on Fri-
day, the paragraph must be given a rea-
sonable interpretation. The approval
recommended does not apply to any spe-
cific men nor to individuals. Reason and
the committee deliberations indicate
that the paragraph would not prevent
the President from relieving men sent
to Europe by sending others in their
place. Even the strictest interpretation
of the language to my mind does not
justify the conclusion that the sending
of an additional individual squad. pla-
toon, or company requires congressional
approval. The approval embodied in the
paragraph is applicable to situations in
which there is a change in policy.

If additional troops require approval,
they must be in sufficient number to rep-
resent a change in policy, and common
sense would indicate that a change in
policy is not made by troop replacements
nor by the failure to maintain an exact
number of men in Europe. Unquestion-
ably, a change in the number of divisions
would call for congressional approval.
Somewhere between these two extremes
lies the answer., The President would
be expected to exercise good faith and
come to the Congress for approval when
the deployment of United States forces
abroad represented in fact a change in
policy. Clearly he is left some discretion
in the matter.

The third basic prineiple I shonid like
to repeat is the one stated in answer to
a query by the eminent Senator from
Missouri, namely:

That if we do not sdopt the resolutions
the President can secure the best legaiistic
authority in America to say that he hus the
power to implement the treaiy; that he
does not need action by Congress. (Ibid.,
p. 2557.)

I warned that unless we adopt these
resolutions, Congress will not lie supine,
but may assert itself through appro-
priations. ILet me add here that this is
not the only remedy Congress has at
hand to see that the wishes of the peopie
are met.

The Senator from Texas in his splen-
did address recently, pointed out the
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great troubles of President Lincoln with
his Congress. The facts are correct, but
not complete, What the Senator from
Texas failed to point out was that Presi-
dent Lincoln “bypassed Congress again
and again”; George Fort Milton, in his
book, The Use of Presidential Power,
1789-1943 (Boston, 1944, p. 129), has the
following to say on the subject:

No President before or since has pushed
the boundaries of executive power so far over
into the legislative sphere. No one can ever
know just what Lincoln concelved to be the
limits of his powers. Even a partial review
of them presents an imposing list of daring
adventures. Under the war power he pro-
claimed the slaves emancipated. He devised
and put into executlon his peculiar plan of
reconstruction. In disregard of law he in-
creased the Army and Navy beyond the lim-
its set by statute. The privilege of habeas
corpus was suspended wholesale and martial
law declared. Public money in the sum of
millions was deliberately spent without con-
gressional appropriation. (Sce also Back-
ground Information on the Use of United
States Armed Forces in Forelgn countries,
H. Rept. 127, this Congress, p. 18.)

And it is significant that in much of
this exercise of this power the Supreme
Court sustained the President—see the
Prize Cases (2 Black 635, 1863). Now, it
was in the face of this exercise of power
that the Committee on the Conduct of
the War became an instrument which
openly and deliberately belabored and
embarrassed the President. I do not jus-
tify their action; but we had better have
the record complete in order that we shall
know where we are going with these reso-
lutions.

Like the eminent chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee, I deplore this
type of congressional obstructionism and
I do not believe the above-named com-
mittee’s actions in Lincoln’s time were
particularly ereditable. But I do wish to
point out that the Congress is not help-
less if the President does not heed its
wishes. Again I repeat, Congress has a
great responsibility, which it cannot
evade, to define the nature of the imple-
mentation of the North Atlantic Pact—
Recorp, March 16, 1951, page 2549, The
two resclutions before us are the voice
of the people. I repeat:

‘The President has a great opportunity to
regain partially the confidence of Congress
and the American people if he states farth-
rightly that irrespective of the legal powers
involved, he intends to go to Congress for
authority before assigning additional troops
abroad (ibid, p. 2648).

I
THE POWER OF THE PRESIDENT TO SEND UNITED
ETATES TROOFS ABROAD

The question has been debated for over
150 years. For more than a century and
& half the exact line of authority between
the powers of the President and of the
Congress pertaining to the sending of
troops abroad has been argued and de-
bated—committee report, page 19. Ex-
President Hoover said in answer to one
of my questions at the hearings on Sen-
ate Resolution 8:

ANl Presidents of the United States until
the year 1940 or thereabouts realized that
here was a twilight sone of authority pre-
senting many difficulties. There is 8 twi-
light zone between the authority of Congress
to declare war and the lmplied constitutional
authority to regulate our Armed Forces on
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the one side and the authority of the Com-
mander in Chief on the other. The attitude
of all Presidents up to that time, including
Jederson, Adams, and Wilson, was that Amer-
Ican Armed Forces should only be used in
foreign countries where there was a question
of acute danger to American life and prop-
erty, and that they should not be used In
any situation that was likely to create a war
without an authority from the Congress.
(Hearings on the assignment of ground forces
of the United States to duty in the European
area, pp. 729-730.)

That is the view of the only living ex-
President, who has had to face this
problem. It will be noted Mr. Hoover
said nothing about the power of the
President in case of danger to the life
of the Nation.

THE CORWIN THESIS: THE BRUSSELS AGREEMENT
NEEDS SENATE APFEOVAL

Yet, one of the most eminent authori-
ties on constitutional law in this coun-
try in a recent article in the New Re-
public—Edward S. Corwin, The Presi-
dent’s Power, the New Republic, January
29, 1951, pages 15 and 16—asserts:

It is paradoxical In the extreme to reduce
the legislative organ of the Government to
the level of a mere rubber stamp of policies
the professed purpose of which is the pres-
ervation of free imstitutions. Either the
Brussels agreement should be formally sub-
mitted to the Senate for approval by a
constitutional two-thirds majority, or some-
thing akin to COUDERT's resolution should be
adopted (ibid),.

Professor Corwin is of the opinion that
the President does not have the power to
send troops abroad as a part of an inter-
national army without the consent of
Congress. He implies that the North
Atlantic Treaty might have given him
the authority; but it did not,

THE WILEY VIEW: CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL IS
MORALLY, IF NOT LEGALLY, REQUIRED FOR THE
MOVING OF UNITED STATES FORCES AFROAD
Now, I have given it as my view that

the treaty is not self-implementing and

that the President should come to the

Congress for its implementation. He

did in the case of the mutual defense as-

sistance program. He should do so also

in the case of implementing article 3

with ground forces. But I have said

he should do so because he is morally, if
not legally, bound to do so; because the
interests of the United States dictate
cooperation between the President and
the Congress in this emergency in which
we find ourselves.

PAST PRACTICES SUFFORT THIS VIEW

I assert this because there is much
support for the argument that ha need
not come to the Congress for iits ap-
proval. The fact is that the President
of the United States in the past has
used American military forces abroad in
more than 150 instances for all sorts of
purposes, among them the protection of
American lives and property, the sup-
pression of piracy, supervising elections
in foreign lands, pursuit of slave traders,
and giving military advice,. We need not
go into detail—many lists are available
for those who desire such information.
See, for example, House Report No. 127;
mimeographed list prepared by the Lez-
islative Reference Service of the Libraiy
of Congress; J. Reubern Clark, World
Policing and the Constitution, Boston,
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World Peace Foundation, 1945. This

imposing array, it seems to me, leaves

no doubt as to the President's power to
deploy United States troops abroad. In

1940 President Roosevelt sent United

States ground troops to Greenland and

Iceland, as well as to the Atlantic bases

he had obtained under the desfroyer

deal. We were at peace then, since we
had not yet entered the Second World

War as a belligerent. No one questioned

his power to do so, it being in defense of

this country, Who can question the

President’s judgment as to what is neces-

sary for defense?

PROFESSOR CORWIN ADMITS THAT IN THE PAST
THE PRESIDENT HAS NOT NEEDED CONGRES=
SIONAL APPROVAL
In the face of such precedents—and

this is a land of precedents—I cannot

follow the argument that the Com-
mander in Chief cannot deploy the
troops abroad as he may deem circum-
stances require in the defense of the

United States, after Congress has pro-

vided the troops and the means. In 1948

Professor Corwin wrote:

The point is that the sort of foreign policy
which present-day conditions require can
never be kept going by attributing to the
President, as in the past, the simple power
to order the Navy around without consult-
ing Congress (President: Office and Powers,
third revised edition, New York, 1948, p. 271).
THE PRESIDENT CAN BE DEPRIVED OF HIS CON=-

STITUTIONAL FPOWERS ONLY BY A CONSTITU=-

TIONAL AMENDMENT

Now that is precisely the point at
issue. Professor Corwin admits that
the President has had the power to
deploy the Navy at will. In the ab-
sence of constitutional changes, how can
he argue that the President has the con-
stitutional power at one time but does
not have it at another? Surely the will
of the Congress alone or the possibility
that the President might unwisely place
the country in a predicament where war
would result, nay, even were he to bring
the whole process of government to a
dead center, these acts in and by them-
selves are not enough fo terminate a
function assigned him by the Constitu-
tion. If he had the power once—barring
a constitutional change—he still retains
the power. If it is acknowledged—as is
the case—that he has exercised the
power in the past, by what legerdemain
is it now proposed to deprive the Presi-
dent of his constitutional powers?
PRECEDENTS ARE PLENTIFUL SUPPORTING THE

EXTENSIVE POWER OF THE PRESIDENT TO MOVE

UNITED STATES TROOPS

But there is more than logic to sus-
tain my point of view. In Our Chief
Magistrate and His Powers—1916, page
94—ex-President Taft stated:

The President is the Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy and militia when
called into the service of the United States.
Under this, he can order the Army and Navy

anywhere he will, if the appropriations fur-
nish the means of transportation,

But, the most persuasive comment of
all came from one of our own former
members, William Borah, who said in
1922:

We could not make the President do it
(bring back United States troops from
abroad). He is Commander in Chief of the
Army and Navy of the United States, and
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if in the discharge of his duty he wants
to assign them there, I do not know of any
power that we—the Congress—can exert ta
compel him to bring them -home. We can
refuse to create an army, but when it is
created, he is the commander. (CONGRES-
sioNaL Recorp, vol. 64, pt. 1, p. 922.)

Professor Mathews has the following
to say on the same subject in his book,
The American Constitutional System—
second revised edition, New York, 1940,
page 271:

When appropriations have been made and
forces have thus been placed at the disposal
of the President, he may appoint the mili-
tary and naval officers and has full control
over the directions of the movement of the
forces, not only in this country, but also
on the high seas and abroad. * * * Itlis
doubtful whether Congress could even in-
directly control the President's power as
Commander in Chief to direct the movement
of the forces through provisions in appro-
priation bills making funds available for the
support of the Army only on condition that
it is employed in a certain way or upon cer-
tain territory.

There are many other references to
which we might allude, to support the
view that the President may send United
States troops abroad without the ap-
proval of Congress. Among them would
be United States v. Sweeney (157 U. S,
281, 284 (1895), Swain v. United States
(28 Court of Claims, 173, 221, afiirmed;
165 U. S. 553 (1897)) and President
Roosevelt's message to the Congress re-
porting after troops had been sent to
Iceland and Greenland—CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, volume 87, part 6, page 5868.
We need go no further to show that
there are many bases in the consti-
tutional history of this country upon
which the President may depend in de-
ploying United States military forces
abroad without congressional assent
when no war exists. I am persuaded
that the Corwin thesis does not stand up
in the face of precedent. As a matter
of fact, it is my view' that the constitu-
tional development of the last 150 years
is a direct negation of Professor Cor-
win's assertions.

III
THE POWER OF THE PRESIDENT TO SEND UNITED

STATES TROOPS ABROAD IN IMPLEMENTATION

OF ARTICLE 3 OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

Not only do I believe that the President
has the power to deploy United States
military forces abroad without congres-
sional sanction; I believe furthermore
that it can be contended with much force
that the power to send United States
troops to Europe under article 3 of the
North Atlantic Treaty is implied in the
reference to constitutional processes in
article 11. Article 11 reads in part:

This treaty shall be ratified and its pro-
visions carried out by the parties in ac-
cordance with their respective constitutional
processes.

It will be recalled that the treaty does
not define constitutional processes, and
therefore cannot be said to limit the
President.

WHAT ARE CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESSES?

Now then, in reference to the power of
the President to send American troops
abroad, what are some of the more im-
portant United States constitutional
Pbrocesses involved? As we have already
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noted many times, the Constitution
designates the President as the Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy—
article II, section 2, clause 1; he has
executive power of government—article
II, section 1, clause 1; he has power, by
and with the advice and consent of the
Senate to make treaties—article II, sec-
tion 2, clause 2; he must preserve and
protect and defend the Constitution—
article II, section 1, clause 7; and he
must take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed—article II, section 3.
These are constitutional processes which
are invoked when the President must
deal with an emergency.

MEANING OF EXPRESSION ‘“IN ACCORDANCE WITH

CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESSES"

Mr. President, as this debate has pro-
gressed, it seems to me that considerable
confusion has arisen with respeet to the
exact meaning of the words “constitu-
tional processes.” I should like to take
a few minutes of the Senate’s time to
clear up the record on this point.

Article 11 of the North Atlantic Treaty
provides that the treaty shall be ratified
and its provisions carried out by the
parties in accordance with their “respee-
tive constitutional processes.” The ques-
tion which is at issue, it seems to me, is
this: Does the expression “in accordance
with their constitutional processes” re-
fer directly and solely to action taken
by the executive branch of a government
directly on the basis of legislative enact-
ment or other legislative action? In the
United States, for example, does the ex-
pression mean a joint resolution or act
of Congress, or might some other action
by the Congress, such as a simple resolu-
tion by the Senate or a concurrent reso-
lution, suffice?

Examination of the language of the
expression, and of instances of its use,
leads me to the conclusion that the ex-
pression is regularly employed to avoid
any new statement, in an instrument,
relating to the distribution of powers
between the executive and legislative
branches of Government. The expres-
sion is specifically designed to leave the
existing distribution of powers undis-
turbed.

In certain types of situation, “constitu-
tional processes” clearly require action by
the legislative branch. For example, the
U. N. Charter and the Rio Treaty provide
that those instruments should be rati-
fied in accordance with the respective
constitutional processes of the signatory
states. In the case of the United States,
the expression here called for Senate ac-
tion in giving its advice and consent to
ratification. Article 43 of the U. N. Char-
ter provides for the negotiation of spe-
cial agreements between the Security
Council and members on Armed Foreces,
assistance, and facilities to be made
available for U. N. service under the
Charter on call of the Council, Article 43
further provides that these agreements
“shall be subject to ratification by the
signatory states in accordance with their
respective  constitutional processes.”
Section 6 of the United Nations Partici-
pation Act of 1945 provides, in the case of
the United States, for approval of such
special agreements by the Congress.
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It is noteworthy that the report of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
on the Charter contained the following
statements:

The committee believes that the authority
of the United States delegate should there-
fore be determined after the Charter has
been ratified. However, the committee is
convinced that any reservation to the Char-
ter, or any subsequent congressional limita-
tion designed to provide, for example, that
employment of the Armed Forces of the
United States to be made available to the
Becurity Council under special agreements
-referred to in article 43 should be authorized
only after the Congress had passed on each
individual case would clearly violate the
spirit of one of the most important provisions
of the Charter, One of the fundamental
purposes of the Charter is to provide forces
which will be immediately avallable to the
Security Council to take action to prevent
& breach of the peace. Moreover, if a reser-
vation to this effect were to be adopted by
the Senate, the very nature of the Charter
itself would be changed, and further nego-
tiations with the other slgnatories of the
Charter would unguestionably be necessary.

- - L L -

The committee feels that a reservation or
other congressional action such as that re-
ferred to above would also viclate the spirit
of the United States Conmstitution under
which the President has well-established
powers and obligations to use our Armed
Forces without speclfic approval of Congress.

As I have already pointed out, article
11 of the North Atlantic Treaty provides
that—

This treaty shall be ratified and its provi-
slons carried out by the parties in accordance
with their respective constitutional proc-
esses.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, in reporting on the North Atlan-
tic Treaty, said:

The committee and the Senate, in Senate
Resolution 239, attached great importance to
assuring that any such agreement as,the pact
would not only be ratified in accordance with
the respective constitutional processes of the
signatory nations, but also that all its pro-
visions would be carried out under the same
constitutional safeguards. Constitutional
processes for giving effect to the will of the
people are the very essence of democracy,
and it is only through wide popular support
that the treaty can be given the strength
and vitality necessary to assure its success.

The committee wishes to emphasize the
fact that the protective clause “in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional
processes'’ was d in article 11 in order
to leave no doubt that it applies not only to
article 5, for example, but tc every provision
in the treaty. The safeguard is thus all-
inclusive,

The treaty in no way affects the basic di-
vision of authority between the President
and the Congress as defined in the Constitu-
tion. In no way does it alter the constliu-
tional relationship between them. In par-
ticular, it dces not increase, decrease, or
change the power of the President as Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces or im-
pair the full authority of Congress to declare
War.

It would seem clear, therefore, that
constitutional processes in certain other
types of situation call for action by the
exccutive alone without joint resolution,
act of Congress, or Senate advice and
consent.

Use of the expression “in accordance
with constitutional processes” thus is not
an attempt to cefine what processes the
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Constitution, in the case of the United
States, requires in any given situation.
Use of the expression leaves the matter
unchanged, and it is necessary to look
elsewhere than the expression in order to
determine whether the Constitution
calls for Senate, congressional, or simple
executive action.

In fact, the type of action necessary to
carry out our constitutional processes
will depend upon the circumstances in
each case. The requirement might be
met, as in the case of the Rio Pact, by a
simple Senate resolution approving the
ratification of the treaty. It might be
met by a joint resolution passed by both
Houses and submitted to the President
for his approval. It might be met by a
simple Senate resolution or a concurrent
resolution. In some cases, it might be
met by action taken by the executive
branch alone.

What I am driving at is this: The
term “constitutional processes,” as used
in the Atlantic Treaty, simply means
that unusual, unconstitutional methods
should not be resorted to in the imple-
mentation of the treaty. Whatever is
done by way of implementation should
be carried out in the normal manner in
accordance with the customary proce-
dure under the Constitution.

Certainly, as the senior Senator from
Georgia has so clearly pointed out, there
is nothing in the Constitution which
makes it illegal for the Senate to adopt
& simple resolution or for the Congress
to adopt a concurrent resolution. The
Congress is a sovereign body. Any
established methods which it may choose
to express its approval for a particular
course of action is clearly within the
meaning of the term “constitutional
processes,”

In this case, Mr. President, as previ-
ously stated, many people believe that
the President already s the con-
stitutional authority to send additional
ground forces to Europe without con-
gressional approval. Personally, I do
not believe it is necessary for us to re-
solve that question at this time. What
we need now is national unity in the face
of a common danger. The joint com-
mittees have recommended that con-
gressional action in this instance should
be taken through the medium of a Sen-
ate resolution and an identical concur-
rent resolution. I believe this proce-
dure meets the present situation, More-
over, I believe it fits within the four cor-
ners of our Constitution. I hope, there-
fore, that the Senate will support the
recommendation of the joint committees
and approve the resolutions in the form
in which we have submitted them.

IN FOREIGN RELATIONS THE PRESIDENT'S POWERS
ARE PLENARY, AND HE CAN DEAL WITH AN
EMERGENCY ACCORDING TO THE NEEDS, WITH=-
OUT CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL
In the field of foreign relations the

powers of the President are very ex-

tensive. There is strong support for the
proposition that with respect to the ex-
ternal affairs of the Nation, the Presi-
dent may recognize an emergency and
act accordingly, This is discussed at
considerable length in Foley, Some As-
pects of the Constitutional Powers of the

President, 27 A. B. A. J. 485, 1941. This

article cites several instances where this
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has been done. On March 16, I
quoted in part from the Curtiss-Wright
case—U. S. v. Curtiss-Wright Ezxport
Corp. ((1936), 299 U. S. 304)—to show
that the President’s power in the field
of international relations is “plenary and
exclusive,” and does not require con-
gressional sanction for its exercise.

When a crisis such as war is imminent
or threatened, the Executive may act
without waiting for congressional au-
thorization. This was sustained in the
Prize cases, to which we have already
alluded. Even when war is not immi-
nent, it has been asserted that the Presi-
dent may act to protect American in-
terests. In 1916 Ex-President Taft wrote
in an article entitled “The Boundaries
Between the Executive, the Legislative,
and the Judicial Branches of the Gov-
ernment”;

The President has the authority to protect
the lives of American citizens and their
property with the Army and Navy. This
grows out of his control over our foreign
relations and his duty to recognize as a bind-
ing law upon him the obligation of the Gov-
ernment to its own citizens. (256 Yale L. J.,
589, 610 (1916)).

Thus, it would seem to be clear that
the President may deploy United States
Armed Forces abroad not only when he
acts as the Commander in Chief but also
when he exercises his exclusive and
plenary control over our foreign rela-
tions. Both are constitutional processes
and both are involved in sending United
States troops to Europe to form a part
of the new integrated, unified army un-
der a single command.

THIS IS NOT THE FIRST TIME UNITED STATES
TROOPS HAVE BEEN UNDER AN INTERNATIONAL
COMMANDER
It has been argued persuasively that

this is a departure in our constitutional

practices, and I have indicated that I

am sympathetic with that point of view.

But let us not forget that the United

States made her contribution of men to

the military force under Field Marshall

Count von Waldersee during the Boxer

Rebellion; to the Allied army under Mar-

skall Foch in the First World War; and

to the Allied operation Overlord under

General Eisenhower during the Second

World War. And today we are operating

‘& combined command in the Free Terri-

tory of Trieste under the command of a
British general. Contributing United
States ground forces to an international
army is not a new departure. See V,
Moore, International Law Digest, 481-3.
v
CONCLUSION

Has the President the power to put
forces into an international army and
transfer them without consent of Con-
gress? I believe, in the light of prec-
edents and the implications of article 11
of the treaty, that it can be argued he
does have such power. And that is the
very reason I responded to the Senator
from Missouri as I did on March 16.
Congress should state its view clearly.
In the face of such unresolved doubt as
exists upon this subject when coupled
with the crisis in which the American
people finds itself, there is no room for a
constitutional conflict, especially when
the legislative history of the ratification
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of the North Atlantic Pact shows that
congressional authority was to be ob-
tained if troops were to be sent to
Europe to implement the pact.

Mr. President, when we note the will
to peace in the world, this great body
cannot set itself against the efforts of
the administration to meet the world
crisis. There have been many eloquent
arguments on this floor designed to solve
this problem for the United States by
taking us out of the internctional world.
But they do not solve the problem for
us. We are inescapably a part of the
world in which we live. We cannot run
away from it, even if we wanted to do
so. To every one of the arguments, I
have tried to show, there is-an effective
answer. When the cards are down, the
issue still remains: What does the se-
curity of the United States and the in-
terests of the people of our country dic-
tate? Shall there be a resolution or
shall there be none?

My unhesitating answer is that we
cannot 'stop short of a resolution. By it
we concur, we concert, we agree. If is
' congressional action—process. It is the
instrument on which a joint committee
could unanimously report to the Senate.
The security of the United States re-
quires that the four divisions of Ameri-
can troops shall be dispatched to Eu-
rope. This resolution says the Senate
considers it necessary and approves.
The American people are given notice
that this is the view of both branches of
their Government, for the House is given
the opportunity to register its opinion
if it so chooses. The constitutional ques-
tion remains unchanged. Those who
fear that the Congress will be bypassed
unless some congressional action is
taken have their congressional action.
And consultation is provided for in an
effective and orderly manner. I do not
think we could ask for more. I urge my
colleagues to vote for Senate Resolu-
tion 99.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr, Casel. For the benefit of
Senators who were not in the Chamber
at the time it was stated, I shall repeat
it. It is brief, and reads:

On page 5, line 3, at the end of section 6,
it Is proposed to strike out the period, insert
a colon, and the following: “Provided, That
perszons in the additional ground troops sent
to Western Europe in harmony with the pro-
visions of this section shall be not less than
20 years of age.”

Mr. President, as a member of the
Committee on Armed Services I submit
that this would be disruptive to the team-
work in our military organization. In
the first place, we have in the occupation
army today men who are less than 20
years of age. So we are saying that, so
far as they are concerned, they may par-
ticipate in the international army, but
those who are under 20 years of age and
still in the United States may not. I say
that that is making two classes of sol-
diers, and I think that would be disrup-
tive of the morale of the Military
Establishment.

Furthermore, the amendment relates
only to the ground forces, which means
that those who are under 20 years of age
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in the Air Force and those who are under
20 years of age in the Navy may partici-
pate, but we are saying that a man who
is in the Army and under 20 years of age
may not participate. I submit again
that it relates only to Europe. We are
saying that none who are under 20 years
of age may participate in an interna-
tional army for the purpose of helping to
prevent war in Europe, but we are not
drawing that line with respect to those
who are under 20 years of age and are
now participating in the fighting in
Korea. I say that that is utterly incon-
sistent.

In the general process of training an
Army the men in the armed services take
their basic training. They go to their
units, and participate in unit training.
They become members of a fire team.
They become participants in a general
over-all team, whether it is in the
armored division, or whatever other divi-
sion it may be. This amendment pro-
vides that before such a well-trained
unit can be sent to participate in an in-
ternational army the ranks must be
screened and everyone who is under 20
years of age must be withdrawn and not
permitted to be sent, so far as this reso-
lutions is concerned. I believe that that
is utterly inconsistent, and would be dis-
ruptive of our military organization.
Regardless of how we may feel about this
resolution and the over-all policy, as a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee I plead with Senators not to take this
action, which I believe would be dis-
ruptive of our military organization.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND, I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I should like to
have the Senator's views on the propo-
sition that if this amendment were
adopted the troops which go to Europe
will, we hope, never have to be active.
The object is to prevent war, to prevent
action, Other troops at home who are
under 20 years of age could be sent to
Korea, where we know they would have
to fight, and perhaps die. It is utter
discrimination against those in that
position.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I agree with the
Senator; and I tried to make that point
in the course of my very brief remarks.

Mr., SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr, SALTONSTALL, Is it not true
that during the course of World War II,
before the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, it was pointed out by a competent
witness that a provision at that time
calling for discrimination and separa-
tion from the ranks actually caused a
delay in completing the war against
Japan, and also may have caused the
death of some of the men who were left
behind?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I quite agree with
the Senator that that was the evidence
before the committee.

I submit that this is not the way to
meet this problem. I personally sup-
ported on the floor of the Senate the
draft of 18-year-olds. There are those
who differ with that policy. Men have
a right honestly to differ on that issue,
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But certainly, whatever the age limit at
which we take men into the service, we
should not then say to one group of them
that we are not going to permit them to
participate in the defense of their coun-
try along with their associates. I be=
lieve that the men in the services them-
selves would resent that, and I think it
would be doubly resented if we were to
follow one policy in Europe and an en-
tirely different policy in Asia. For that
reason I hope that the amendment
offered by the Senator from South Da-
kota will not be adopted.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Vice Presi-
dent please state how much time is left
for the proponents and the opponents of
the amendment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. CaseE] has
15 minutes, and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ConnarLy] has 3 minutes, if they
care to use the time.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from . California has
made an interesting argument. But let
us follow through on the argument about
disrupting morale. If there was one
thing that disrupted the morale of the
American people with reference to the
war in Korea, it was that boys fresh out
of high school, smooth-faced boys, were
being thrown into the conflict in Korea.
if there is something wrong with doing
that, let us correct it. Let us not repeat
the mistake. Just because that was done
in Korea does not require that we should
repeat it in setting up an international
army in Europe.

If the opinion of the Senate is to be
based upon what will be disruptive to
morale, let me suggest that the morale
of the American people and the morale of
everyone concerned will be shaken upon
learning that the Senate, as a matter of
policy, with the issue presented to it,
hesitates to say that we do not want 18-
and 19-year-olds sent into an interna-
tional command to serve in an interna-
tional army, alongside soldiers from the
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty
organization which themselves refused to
draft 18- and 19-year-olds.

Will it help the morale of the Ameri-
can people to say that the Senate wants
to send 18- and 19-year-olds into the
international army when Holland will
not draft her boys until they are at least
19, and when Belgium will not draft her
boys until they are 19, and then requires
that they have a certain amount of train-
ing before they can be sent into eom-
bat?

Would it help the morale of the Ameri-
can people at this time, when the Presi-
dent of France is here presumably to
cement American-Franco relations, to
know that we are proposing to draft
18- and 19-year-olds to send into the
international army, when France does
not even draft her boys until they are
20 and that Italy does not draft her boys
until they are 21?

It would strengthen the morale of the
American people if the Senate, as a mat-
ter of policy, were to say, “We are not
going to send 18- and 19-year-olds into
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an international army under an inter-
national command.” Denmark does not
draft her boys until they are 20. Nor-
way does not draft her boys until they
are 19, and then requires basic train-
ing following that before the boys go into
cembat,

There is another aspect of this ques-
tion which is suggested by the compari-
son which the distinguished Senator
from California made with respect to
service in the Navy. Boys in the Navy,
for the most part, serve on board ship.
Their environment and their conditions
are pretty much controlled by American
officars, The duties assigned to them do
not bring them into contact with condi-
tions which are not under fiue control
of their officers.

With all respect to the international
officers who may command these troops,
Members of the Senate who have traveled
abrcad and who know anything at all
about the conditions under which our
occupation troops or troops in a police
force must serve certainly know that we
have little to say about the kind of places
the boys are permitted to enter and very
little to say about the environment under
which they serve. The only single mem-
ber of the North Atlantic Treaty Organ-
ization which drafts at 18, aside from the
United States—if we carry out the new
policy—is England; and, for the most
part, the boys of England who are as-
signed to the international army will be
serving at home, in England. No other
nations in Western Europe drafts at 18,
Two or three of them draft at 19, and
they require additional training.

Mr. President, history records a num-
ber of crusades along in the eleventh,
twelfth, and thirteenth centuries, as I
recall, to recover the Holy Land. One
of them was called the Children’s Cru-
sade, because children were called upon
to help recover the Holy Land, and their
bones and their graves were scattered
from France to the Holy Land.

General Eisenhower wrote of his ex-
periences in World War II in Europe un-
der the heading, “Crusade in Europe.”

What I am suggesting today is that we
shall say that it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that this is not to be another Chil-
dren’s Crusade, Call it sentiment or call
it a little hard-headed consideration for
the kind of an army we want, it must
be remembered that the Constitution
provides that the Congress shall make
the rules and regulations for the Army
and the Navy. Even though we admit,
for the sake of this argument, all that
can be said about the authority of the
Commander in Chief, no Member of the
Senate will deny that the Constitution
says the Congress shall have the power
to make rules and regulations for the
Army and Navy and for the militia when
called into the service of the United
States.

Much debate has been addressed to
the big constitutional questions, and
that is all proper. But if anything,
there has been too little consideration of
the content of the policy we will voice
here in one way or another. My amend-
ment is an attempt to say, as a matter
of policy, that the consent of the Senate
and the advice of the Senate, shall not
be merely registered as an affirmation
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after the fact, merely giving an O. K,
to something that has already been done,
but that we here seek to express our
own opinion on foreign policy. It strikes
me as an empty assertion of congres-
sional authority to say, “Yes, we ap-
prove of what you have done, but next
time please ask us about it before you
do it.” If we would make it more than
that kind of a sorry approval after the
fact, we should here say something
about it. We should express ourselves
as to the kind of policy we want to im-
plement. That is why I offered the
amendment. I feel that the American
people are entitled to have an expres-
sion initiated by the Senate, a statement
by the Senate as to what our policy
should be. I feel that the Senate should
say, “This international army, this third
crusade in Europe, is not to be a chil-
dren’s crusade.”

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. I call to the Sena-
tor’s attention the fact that some of the
National Guard units now in Eorea con-
tain many boys of 17 and 18 years of age.
There are some from my State in that
age group, With ~eference to the ques-
tion of morale, I think we have received
mere protests from the people at home
over sending to Korea youths of that age
to fight before they were properly
trained, than over any other one gques-
tion that has come hefore us in recent
times.

Mr. CASE. It would help the morale
of the American people, in my judgment,
if the boys 18 and 19 were given an op-
portunity to get out of Eorea.

Mr. WATEINS. It seems to me the
amendment cf the Senator from South
Dakota should receive the support of
everyone who considers the question of
the morale of the American people. It
will cerfainly not result in building mo-
rale to take the boys in the circumstances
under which they are taken.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of my time,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me the
remainder of the time he has?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. On this issue I
submit that the adoption of the amend-
ment will result in establishing two dif-
ferent classes of soldiers, those in the
Far East fighting in Korea at the present
time, and those we are proposing to have
go to Eurcope to prevent, if possible, the
breaking out of war there.

The Senator from Utah has raised the
question that the troops should not be
sent if they are young men not properly
trained. I agree with the Senator on
that point. Indeed, I agree that no sol-
dier should be sent, whether he is 18,
19, or up fo 26 years of age, unless he is
properly trained. That is not the issue.
Of course, all our troops should go
through their basic training. They
should have a period of time for unit
training. The point at issue is, after
they are properly trained, when they are
in their divisions, when they are a part
of the fire teams, whether we are going
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to remove them from ground forees sent
to Europe, but let them serve when it is
proposed to send them to Korea. Fur-
thermore, there is involved the question
whether we are going to say it is per-
fectly all right for them to go into the
Air Force and Navy, but not to go into
the Army. I submit that is not a sound
policy. It would be utterly disruptive
of the Defense Establishment,

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should very
much like to yield, but I have only 3
minutes, and the Senator from South
Dakota, I believe, has a little additional
time remaining,

The Senator points out that some
nations do not draft their men at as
early age as we are proposing to do. I
admit that is correct. But wz stop our
draft at 26 years of age, and some
nations continue their draft on up to as
high as 35 years of age.

The question is not whether it is wise
or desirable, or whether we want to call
these young men into the service. I
think all of us wish we lived in a world
where we did not have to maintain the
type of defense establishment we must
maintain. But so long as we are faced
with the menace of communism we must
provide armed defense forces for the
Nation. It is not for us to lower our
sights to the lowest sights of some Euro-
pean ally, but rather it is our job to try
to raise their sights so we may all meet

‘the menace of international communism.

Certainly I do not agree, and I do not
think the Senator from South Dakota
would agree, simply because some Euro-
Ppean nation decided it would have no
armaments at all, that that was an ex-
ample and a precept we should follow,
because we know that when nations have
been weak they have been overcome
by communism. We must lead from
surength, and not from weakness. The
one chance we have to preserve the peacs
of the world is to maintain an adequate
national defense, and once we have
taken these men into the army—and the
pl.ce to decide that issuz is on the man-
power bill and not in connection with
the pending resolutions, when they have
had their basic training, when they have
had their unit training, when they have
become parts of a fire team, w2 should
not say to their responsible commanding
officers, “Now you must take them out
and disrupt your organization.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from California hes expired.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, have I some
time left?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Th2 Senator
from Sonth Dakota has 8 minutes left.

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, I should
like to call the attention of the Senate
to the fact that the portion of the reso-
lution to which the amendment is ad-
dressed deals only with ground forces.
That is why the amendment uses thesa
words. Paragraph 6, which my amend-
ment seeks to amend, deals exclusively
with the approval of the sending of four
additional divisions of ground forces to
Western Furope, I read the last clause:

And the Senste hereby a_proves the pres-
ent plans of the Presidenv and the Jolnt
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Chiefs of Staff to send four additional divi-
sions of ground forces to Western Europe.

My amendment adds at that point the
following:

Provided, That persons In the additional
ground troops sent to Western Europe in har-
mony witk the provisions of this section
ehall be not less than 20 years of age.

If the resolution itself were dealing
with air forces or naval forces, that
would be another matter, and that ques-
tion might be raised. But the amend-
ment deals with ground troops because
that is the subject of the resolution.

In any event, the considerations per-
taining to age with respect to ground
foress are differens than those with re-
spect to the Air Force, or the Navy, be-
cause of the nature of their respective
duties, the nature of their stations, and
the nature of their commands. The
naval contingents for all practical pur-
poses will be on board ships that are
sent out of American waters. The air
troops will be stationed at air bases for
the most part, under present plans—well,
pzrhaps, we should not go into that sub-
ject now. But at least air troops can
move more rapidly than ground troops.

Furthermore, those who are familiar
with the type of recruits that are sought
for the Air Force, the Navy, and ground
troops—and I am sure the Senator from
California will bear me out—know that
the Navy and Air Force have catered
more to younger men. Enlistment ages,
historically, have been lower as well as
entrance ages for Annapolis as compared
with West Point. There must be sound
military reasons for that.

But laying that aside, we are here
dealing with a resolution which proposes
to approve the sending of “additional
ground troops” to Europe. That is what
we are dealing with.

If the age requirementc should be cor-
rected with respect to the Air Force and
the Navy, that is another matter; but
it is not presently before us.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CASE. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator from
South Dakota seems to be leaving the
impression that so far as the ground
forces are concerned, they will not be
under American officers, but that the
men in the Navy will serve on ships un-
der American officers and that those in
the Air Force will be under American
officers. Let me say that no one has any
idea of putting American soldiers under
foreign officers in the international
foree, which is to be composed of naval,
air, and ground force units. That is not
the way that force will be organized.
There will be American divisions that
will have American ccmmanders; there
will be American regiments that will
have American commanders; there will
be American companies that will have
American commanders. We shall not
require individual American ground
soldiers to serve under an international
or foreign commanding cfficer, any more
than we shall require our Air Force
wings or Naval squadrons to serve under
foreign commse.nders.

Mr., CASE. Mr, President, in com-
menting on that point, it should be

_stated, as a matter of physical fact, that
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if a boy is serving aboard ship, the con-
ditions under which he serves are much
more under the supervision and conirol
of his American commander and are
much different from the conditions un-
der which a boy serves in ground troops
in a foreign country, even though he may
serve there under an American com-
mander, for the environment in the for-
eign country is very different.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. CASE. Yes, but only briefly as
my time is running out and others wish
me to yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I shall be brief.
Let me say that I do not agree with the
Senator from South Dakota that all
military environment or service environ-
ment is bad. If a young man wishes to
get into trouble or into a bad environ-
ment, he can find a bad environment in
scme of our American cities,

Mr. CASE. Certainly that is true, Mr.
President; young people can find a bad
environment in Washington, D. C., for
instance, by going to some of the down-
town clubs where, unfortunately, one
member of our armed services was
wounded the other night.

However, the point is that a boy of
18 or 19 years of age is not in the pesition
in which an older boy is, in respeci to
selecting his environment. Certainly no
Senator will maintain that in the critical
teen years there is not a great deal of
difference between boys who are 1 year
or 114 or 2 years apart in age, in respect
to thea selection of environment.

Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr, LEHMAN ad-
dressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from South Dakota yield; and
if so, to whom?

Mr. CASE. I yield first to the Senator
from Illinois, and then I shall yield to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, with
especial reference to the observations
made by the Senator from California,
let me say that unless we are sending
these detachments abroad to go into
combat immediately, it is fair to assume
that most of the time they will be doing
garrison duty in Europe. Anyone who
has been in uniform knows what garri-
son duty is. In such case, th> young
mecn will be circulating around, when he
is not engaged in intensive training; and”
the chances are that for only 6 weeks
out of a 6-month period will he be taken
somewhere for a period of intensive
training. The rest of the time he will
be morz than likely to be a civilian emis-
sary for his own country. I contend
that when he is serving in that status
and in that capacity, if he has the benefit
of the maturity and the judgment which
are attained after being a few years
older, he will be a far better representa-
tive of his country.

Anyone who has been in Goarmany,
anyone who has been around the world
in the last few years, particularly since
the end of World War II, will know that
it is those who are older and more
mature who have done an infinitely bet-
ter job for their country.

Unless it is contended that our men
will be sent abroad to fizht at once, I
wish to see them have a little more ma-
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turity when they are doing garrison
duty; and goodness knows how long they
will be there, circulating first in one
country and then in anothar. Ii they
have the additional maturity and the
extra age, I think there will be reason
to be a good deal prouder of their service
than otherwise we might be if we were to
send immature young men to Eurcpe.

The amendment also provides that
“the additional ground troops shall be
not less than 20 years of age.” The
adoption of that amendment will not
prevent the use in the international force
of some of our occupational troops who
already are abroad. The amendment
merely provides that “the additional
ground trcoops sent to Western Europe
shall ke not less than 20 years of age.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Should not the re-
marks of the Senater from South Dakota
have been addressed to the hill the Sen-
ate paszed some weeks ago, by which the
draft age was set at 18 years?

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, at that
time I voted for the one amendment on
which we had an opportunity to express
ourselves on the age matter. It was the
amendment by the distinguished Senator
from Oregon, to put the draft age floor
at 18% years rather than at 18. How-
ever, even there the situation is not
analogous, because in that cace we were
proposing a training program, under
which, presumably, those who would be
drafted would receive some months of
training before going into service, In
the present case we are dealing with the
question of service of ground troops in
Western Europe. Mr, President, let us
not make the international army a chil-
dren’s crusade.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

All time on the amendment has ex-
pired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays, and the
yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YOUNG (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. McEKEeLLAR], who is absent be-
cause of illness. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “nay.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote *“yea.”
I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business. s

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KEerrarl is absent because of illness.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macnuson] would vote “nay.”



1951

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Vax-
pENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripges] and the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. MarLoNEe] are detained on offi-
cial business. If present and voting, the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces] would vote “nay."”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 62, as follows:

YEAS—27
Bennett Cordon Kem
Brewster Dirksen Langer
Bricker Dworshak Millikin
Butler, Md, Ecton Mundt
Butler, Nebr, Ferg hoeppel
Capehart Hendrickson Watkins
Carlson Hickenlooper Welker
Case Jenner Wherry
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Williams

NAYS—62
Alken Holland Murray
Anderson Humphrey Neely
Eenton Hunt Nixon
Byrd Ives O'Conor
Caiu Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Clements Johnston, 8. C. Pastore
Connally Eatauver Robertson
Douglas Kerr Russell
Duff Kilgore Saltonstall
Eastland Knowland Smathers
Ellender Lehman Smith, Maine
Fianders Lodge Smith, N. J.
Frear Long Smith, N. C.
Fulbright McCarthy Sparkman
George MecClellan Stennis
Glllette McFarland Taft
Green McMahon Thye
Hayden Martin Tobey
Hennings Maybank Underwood
Hill Monroney Wiley
Hoey Morse

NOT VOTING—T7
Bridges Magnuson Young
McCarran Malone
McKellar Vandenberg
So Mr. Casg’s amendment was re-

jected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is open to amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President, I
desire to call up an amendment which I
desire to offer to the pending resolution.
It is my amendment B.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The amendment proposed by Mr. Mc-
CrerLaN to Senate Resolution 99 was
read, as follows:

On page 5, at the end of line 2, change
the semicolon to 8 comma, and immediately
thereafter insert the following: “but it is
the senze of the Senate that no troops in
addition to such four divisions shall be sent
to Western Europe in implementation of
the North Atlantic Treaty without further
senatorial approval.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arkansas is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr, McCLELLAN, I yield myself 10
minutes.

Mr. President, the purpose of this
amendment is to clarify section 6 of the
pending resolution. There are those who
opposed the two resolutions because they
think that any expression by the Sen=-
ate or by the Congress is an infringe-
ment upon the constitutional preroga-
tives of the President as Commander in
Chief. With that viewpoint I do not
agree. When I addressed the Senate last
Thursday, I stated my position with ref-
erence to the constitutional gquestions
that are here involved. Assuming that
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the Senate takes action, it is contem-
plated that one of the two resolutions,
or both, will be agreed to by a majority
of the Senate and of the House. We
should therefore make every effort to
have the language of the resolutions
made so clear and certain in its terms
that, when adopted, we will know what
we have said and done.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
denf, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the Sena-
tor’s amendment, with which I am thor-
oughly in agreement, I notice the lan-
guage is used “without further sena-

‘torial approval.” That violates my view

that there must be congressional ap-
proval.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the
able Senator that two resolutions are
pending, and to each resolution I have
proposed a similar amendment. There-
fore, if only the Senate resolution
should be adopted providing for sena-
torial approval, then I think the Senate
should approve.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Will the Sen-
ator yield further?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My thought
is, that even in the Senate resolution,
we are justified in expressing the sense
of the Senate that the Congress shall
approve.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is all right,
but we shall have the same opportunity
in connection with the concurrent reso-
lution to say “it is the sense of the Con-
gress.”

Mr. WEERRY and Mr. CORDON ad-
dressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Arkansas yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr, McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield
first to the minority leader.

Mr. WHERRY. I agree with the Sen-
ator that he has offered his amendment
to both resolutions, but does he not feel
that whether the amendment be to the
Senate resolution or to the Senate con-
current resolution, the objective should
be accomplished of having the approval
of Congress——

Mr. McCLELLAN, If the amendment
to the concurrent resolution is agreed to
and the concurrent resolution is agreed
to, there is no point in arguing it. But
if we are simply going to let the Senate
express itself, let us conform to that and
say, “It is the sense of the Senate.”

Mr. WHERRY. I brought the ques-
tion up because I wanted to make that
point clear. If the Senate resolution
should be agreed to, does the Senator
feel that the Senate ought at least to
include its approval of sending troops to
Europe?

Mr, McCLELLAN, That is my point
exactly. If the suggested amendment
should be adopted, then we are certain
that it will be in the Senate resolution if
it is agreed to. I am hoping that my
amendment will be agreed to, and then
we can feel certain that a similar amend-
ment will be adopted to the concurrent
resolution.

From the very beginning of the de-
bate, since these resolutions were re-
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ported, I have been asking members of
the Committee on Armed Services and of
the Commitiee on Foreign Relations
whether, under the language of the reso-
lutions as now written, they would re-
quire the President of the United States
to come to Congress for approval, or do
they express the view that it is the sense
of the Senate or the sense of the Con-
gress that congressional approval should
be had of additional assignments of
troops. Nearly every Member to whom
I have talked and whom I have interro-
gated has had some different idea or in-
terpretation of the meaning of the reso-
lution.

Either we believe the President should
come to Congress to get approval or come
to the Senate to get approval before as-
signing additional troops to the interna-
tional army, or we do not so believe.
We either favor it or we do not favor it.

If my amendment is adopted, this reso-
lution is plain; it is absolutely positive.
There can be no equivocation; there can
be no misunderstanding or misinterpre-
tation on the part of the President of
the United States or on the part of any-
one else, But if we adopt the resolution
in its present form some of us will be
voting for it believing and hoping that it
expresses the sense of the Senate that
further congressional approval will be
required if additional troops are to be
assigned, and others will {ake the posi-
tion once the policy is approved, as this
resolution approves it, the President is
free to send unlimited numbers of troops
abroad without obtaining approval from
either the House or the Senate.

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, will the
Senatot yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator in-
tend that his amendment shall refer to
ground troops?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes; that is what
the resolution deals with. I am perfect-
ly willing to modify the amendment in
that respect.

Mr. President, at this time I ask con-
sent to modify the amendment to insert
the word ‘“ground” before the word
“troops,” in line 3. I thought it was
clear.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
may so modify his own amendment.

Mr, McCLELLAN. The able Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY], in his ad-
dress this morning, referred to this ques-
tion. I thought I understood him to say
that, according to his opinion, a majority
of the members of the Committee on
Armed Services and of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, which heard the testi-
mony and reporied the resolutions, did
so in the belief and with the understand- .
ing that the President, under the resolu-
tion would be required to come to the
Senate to get further approval. That
was the Senator’s understanding, and
a majority so understood it.

Let us clarify it. We do not have to
leave it that way. There is no sense in
adopting the resolution when it is so
ambiguous that it will be susceptible of
different interpretations. This is simple
and easy. We are either for the Pres-
ident coming to Congress for approval,
or we are opposing it, If the resolution
is amended as proposed by me, there will
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be no misunderstanding about how the
Senate feels, once a vote is cast upon the
resclution.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr, McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Did not
the Senator intend to refer to article 3
of the Atlantic Treaty?

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is in implemen-
tation of the whole treaty.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. No one
has questioned the procedure under ar-
ticle 5 of the treaty. We do not want the
President to come to Congress in case
article 5 should be involved. It seems to
me it should be limited to article 3.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have no objection
to dealing with only the present situa-
tion. The purpose is the implementa-
tion of the entire treaty, to be prepared
for attack if it should come, to be pre-
pared for aggression if aggression should
come and if an attack is made. It is in
implementation of the whole treaty, in-
cluding article 5.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

"Mr. McCLELLAN. Tam happy to yield
to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I invite the Sen-
ator’s attention to the fact that he is
amending paragraph 6, which reads as
follows:

It is the sense of the Senate that, in the
Interests of sound constitutional processes
and of national unity and understanding,
congressional approval should be obtained of
any policy requiring the assignment of
American troops abroad when such assign-
ment is in implementation of article 3 of the
North Atlantic Treaty.

Then the Senator offers to amend that
which already ties his amendment to it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Absolutely. Itisa
declaration of the sense of the Senate,
and this amendment ties in with it.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Article 3 relates to
the sending of troops when there is no
actual warfare.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Arkansas has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself three more minutes.

Mr. WHERRY., Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.
Mr. WHERRY. The observation made
by the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia was one of the ohservations which
I wanted to make, but I should like to ask
this question: In the event the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas is
not agreed tfo, is it his feeling that it is
unnecessary for the President to come to
Congress to ask for authority to assign
any more troops under the resolution?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have grave fear
that the resolution in its present form is
susceptible to that interpretation.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr, McCLELLAN. There are those
who favor the resolution in its present
form and who want it to have that inter-
pretation. That is why I desire to clarify
it, so there will be no doubt, and I am
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asking my colleagues to vote either for
or against it. If it is adopted, there will
be no question about what is intended.

Mr. CAIN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. CAIN, I expect to vote for the
amendment of the Senator from Ar-
kansas, because I think it is both posi-
tive and clear. My question is this: If
the Senator’s amendment, however clear
and positive it may be, is adopted, will
it amount to anything more than an ex-
pression of opinion by the Senate of the
United States?

Mr, McCLELLAN, Irrespective of the
lezal conclusions we arrive at, the whole
purpose is in the interest of constitution-
al processes and national unity and un-
derstanding. That is why we are pro-
posing to take action. Let me say further
that national unity and understanding
can best be promoted by obtaining the
approval of the people of the Nation

through their elected representatives in

Congress. Any attempt to circumvent
and avoid having the elected representa-
tives of the people share in the respon-
sibility will bring about greater disunity,
greater misunderstanding, and less will-
ingness to have our hoys sent abroad,
where they may have to be sacrificed on
foreign battlefields. If we want unity
and understanding, let Congress share
the responsibility. Mr, President, T am
willing to share it. I believe we should
send some troops to Western Europe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Arkansas has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 more minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. At this time
the Senate is compelled to proceed to
the Hall of the House of Representatives.
The Senator from Arkansas will be rec-
ognized when the Senate reassembles.

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE
REPUBLIC OF FRANCE IN THE HALL OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—
RECESS

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President,
formal arrangements have been made
for a joint meeting of the House and
Senate to hear an address to be deliv-
ered by the President of the Republic of
France. I therefore move that the Sen-
ate stand in recess for that purpose, that
the Members of the Senate now proceed
to the Hall of the House of Representa-~
tives, and that the Senate reconvene im-
mediately after the conclusion of the
address.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, McFARLAND. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The motion is de-
batable, is it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks it is debatable.

Mr. WHERRY. Ishall not debate the
motion at length; but I want to have an
understanding about whether the adop-
tion of the motion invalidates the
unanimous-consent agreement under
which the Senate is now operating.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a
specific provision with respect to it in
the unanimous-consent agreement.
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Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have
the provision pointed out to me, because
my understanding was that the Senate
would stay in continuous session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
has no affect upon the unanimous-
consent agreement, except to suspend
the agreement while the Senate is in
recess and attending the ceremonies in
the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. WHERRY. That is the state-
ment I wanted to hear, The adoption
of the motion does suspend the provi-
sions of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment. I should like to ask another
question of the distinguished Vice Presi-
dent. The same situation may be pre-
sented if we decide to recess tonight at
6 o'clock. Would a recess then suspend
the operation of the unanimous-consent
agreement? The unanimous-consent
agreement provides that the considera-
tion of the resolutions shall be proceeded
with continuously until they are disposed
of. Is that correct?

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Chair so
understands. A temporary suspension
would not invalidate the unanimous-
consent agreement.

Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr. President, the -
unanimous-consent agreement provides
that the Senate is to remain in continu-
ous session until consideration of the
two resolutions has been concluded.
That will be done, unless we enter into
a unanimous-consent agreement to do
otherwise. However, the unanimous-
consent agreement also provides—

That it shall be in order on said Monday,
April 2, notwithstanding the provisions of
the above agreement, for the Senate to at-
tend a Joint meeting of the two Houses in
the Hall of the House of atives to
hear an address by the President of France.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator
from Arizona,.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12
o'clock and 3 minutes p. m.) the Senate
stood in recess.

Thereupon, the Senate, preceded by
its Secretary (Leslie L. Biffle), its Ser-
geant at Arms (Joseph C. Duke), and the
Vice President, proceeded to the Hall of
the House of Representatives to hear the
address delivered by His Excellency,
Vincent Auriol, President of the Repub-
lic of France.

(For the address delivered by the Presi-
dent of the Republic of France see page
3118-3120 of today's proceedings in the
House of Representatives.)

At 12 o’clock and 55 minutes p. m., the
Senate, having returned to its Chamber,
reassembled, and was called to order by
the Vice President.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
%ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
es.

ASSIGNMENT OF GROUND FORCES TO
DUTY IN THE EUROFEAN AREA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 99) approving
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the action of the President of the United
States in cooperating in the common de-
fense efforts of the North Atlantic
Treaty nations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the
Senate recessed, the Senator from Ar-
kansas had used 13 minutes and had re-
maining 17 minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I
yield myself two more minutes in order
that I may yield to the Senator from
Virginia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor has control of his entire time.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am yielding to
the able Senator from Virginia for the
purpose of a question. Or, if he would
like the floor, I shall be glad to yield him
some time.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
merely wanted to comment on the in-
terpretation of section 6, and to say that
I feel that the amendment offered by the
senior Senator from Arkansas is in line
with what I always thought section 6
meant.

Let us analyze it. It begins by say-
Ing:

In the Interests of sound constitutional
processes—

That relates to policy where a treaty
is involved—
and of national unity and understanding.

Everyone wants unity if we are going
into a major military effort. It is very
desirable. Then the section goes on to
say that under those circumstances, be-
fore any troops are sent abroad under
article 3, which is the peace-serving ar-
ticle of the Atlantic Pact, there should
be congressional approval. I am omit-
ting reference to the fact that the Presi-
dent has notified us that he wants to
send four divisions abroad under article
3 of the North Atlantic Treaty, and we
approve sending four divisions abroad.
The first part of the paragraph clearly
indicates that it refers to a continuing
policy. If there are to be two or four
or six additional divisions sent later, the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Arkansas merely means, as I construe it,
that if the President wants to send more
than four divisions later, the same rule
shall apply, and the Congress shall be
notified that the President wants to send
additional troops to implement our com-
mitment to the Atlantic Pact, and de-
sires the approval of Congress.

To me, Mr, President, that is a very
simple procedure, and I hope that all
Senators who believe in paragraph 6 will
also accept the amendment offered by
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, I
should like to have a vote on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN].

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield for a
question?

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr, HOLLAND, Mr, President, I call
the attention of the Senator from Ar-
kansas to the fact that paragraph 6 of
Senate Resolution 99, which the Sena-
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tor now proposes to amend, provides,
in line 21, at page 4, “congressional ap-
proval should be obtained,” whereas I
note in the amendment offered by the
Senator from Arkansas the language is:
“further senatorial approval.” Does
not the Senator think that there is an
inconsistency and contradiction between
the two provisions, unless the second
provision, just read from the Senator’s
proposed amendment, is changed to read
“congressional approval”?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say that I
have no objection to making it “congres-
sional approval.” I intend to offer such
an amendment to Senate Concurrent
Resolution 18, In this instance we are
dealing with a Senate resolution.

Mr. HOLLAND, Will the Senator
yield further?

Mr, McCLELLAN. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Wahile it is correct to
say that we are dealing with a Senate
resolution, it is also true that paragraph
6 of the Senate resolution, if adopted,
would require a finding that it is the
sense of the Senate that congressional
approval should be obtained. It states:

6. It is the sense of the Senate that, in
the interests of sound constitutional proe-
esses, and of national unity and under-
standing, congressional approval should be
obtained of any policy requiring the assign-
ment of American troops abroad when such
assignment is in implementation of article
8 of the North Atlantic Treaty.

It seems to the Senator from Florida
that an inconsistent note would be in-
jected into paragraph 6 if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas were
to remain in its present form, because
it refers to “further senatorial approval,”
whereas paragraph 6 in the Senate reso-
lution speaks of “congressional ap-
proval,”

Mr. McCLELLAN. I appreciate the
Senator’'s suggestion. I have no objection
to modifying the amendment, if the Sen-
ator thinks it is important to do so. Ac-
cordingly, Mr. President, I modify my
amendment by striking out “senatorial
approval” in the last line of my amend-
ment and inserting in lieu thereof “con-
gressional approval,” so as to conform
the language with the text of paragraph
6 of the Senate resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOEY
in the chair)., The Senator from Arkan-
sas modifies his amendment accordingly.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator’s making the modi-
fication, ;

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to do so,
even though we are deaiing with a Sen-
ate resolution at this time.

Mr. WHERRY. .It would still mean
that what we did was the sense of the
Senate, namely, that congressional ap-
proval be obtained.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to make
the modification. I had promised to
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ohio

[Mr. Tarr]l, I do not see him in the
Chamber.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Stnator yield?

Mr, McCLELLAN, I yield.
Mr. MORSE. I am not certain that
whether the Senator has modified his
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amendment in line 5 by including the
words “in implementation of article 3 of
the North Atlantic Treaty.”

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not think it is
necessary to do so, because paragraph 6
deals with article 3.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Arkansas have any objection to inserting
the reference to article 3? I ask the
question because some Members of the
Senate would go along with the Sena-
tor's amendment if he were so to mod-
ify it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
have no objection to so modifying it, be-
cause that is exactly what paragraph 6
relates to. It refers fo the implementa-
tion of article 3. If such a modification
would clarify the amendment, I have no
objection to modifying it in that way.

Mr. MORSE. I think it would clarify
the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
further modify my amendment by add-
ing after the word “implementation” in
line 5 the words “article 3", so as to make
the phrase read “implementation of ar-
ticle 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator modifies his amendment ac-
cordingly.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
am glad that the Senator from Arkan-
sas has accepted the suggestions of the
Senator from Florida and the Senator
from Oregon. I think in so doing he
clarifies his amendment to the point
where there will be no dispute about it.
Otherwise, the semicolon might have
left the inference that the amendment
applied to the entire North Atlantic
Treaty, rather than to article 3 of the
treaty.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield for a ques-
tion. May I ask the Senator from Texas
whether he intends to use any time in
discussion of the amendment? If so, I
should like to reserve some time.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not intend to
use more than a few minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I appreciate
the Senator’'s modifying his amendment,
because I feel there are a number of Sen-
ators who now feel better about voting
in favor of it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena-
tor. Mr, President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, I
very much hope that the Senate will not
adopt the amendment offered by the
Senator from Arkansas. The members
of the two committees which considered
the resolutions feel they have labored on
this question for a long time, and that
we have done the best we could possibly
do in the resolutions as they have been
reported to the Senate. Our attitude is
to support what the committees have
done and to vote down all amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] as modified,
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Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder whether the
Senator would tell the Senate what is
his understanding of the present provi-
sion of paragraph 6 of Senate Resolution
99, or that portion of it which reads:

6. It is the sense of the Senate, that, In
the interests of sound constitutional proc-
esses, and of national unity and understand-
ing, congressional approval should be ob-
tained of any policy requiring—

And so forth. What is the under-
standing of the Senator from Texas with
reference to the meaning of that provi-
sion?

Mr. CONNALLY. The meaning of the
provision is that it is merely an expres-
sion of the views of the Senate. It has
no binding or legal effect at all. Does
that answer the Scznator’s question?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. CONNALLY, Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to the Sena-
tor from Florida that while of eourse it
has no binding effect on the President, it
does bind the Senate and Senators who
vote for it as the expression of their sense
and understanding of its being the legal
situation that congressional approval
must be obtained of any policy requiring
the assienment of American troops
abroad under article 3 of the North At-
lantic Treaty. It has been the under-
standing of the Senator from Florida
that that is what was meant by para-
graph 6. It is for that reason that he
sees no objection to the inclusion
of the clarifying amendment offered
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCLELLAN].

I would appreciate very much an ex-
pression by the Senator from Texas, as
chairman of the committees sitting
jointly on this important question, as to
whether or not it is true that paragraph
6 as now drawn would express the sense
of the Senate, or at least of those Sena-
tors who voted for it, that congressional
approval must be obtained of any policy
requiring the assignment of any Ameri-
can troops abroad under article 3 of the
North Atlantic Treaty.

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the
Senator from Florida that the language
in paragraph 6 is “congressional ap-
proval.,” It is subject, however, to dif-
ferent interpretations. On the one
hand, some members of the committees
expressed the view that congressional
approval could be given only by formal
legislation. Others believed that both
the letter and spirit of paragraph 6 might
be met in certain circumstances by con-
sultation by the administration with, and
the approval of, appropriate committees
of Congress. In any event, it should be
noted that the resolution expresses the
sense of the Senate that congressional
approval should be given. It is not a
legislative mandate. Of course, when
we speak of congressional action we us-
ually mean action by both Houses of

- Congress, However, it is a loose term,
which is frequently used without any
accurate or specific definition.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
should like to make the observation that
that is exactly what is confusing the
whole issue. Some members of the com-
mittee place one interpretation on the
language. Other members of the com-
mittee place an entirely different inter-
pretation on it. I do not know what in-
terpretation the President of the United
States or others would place on it. Ido
know that if the amendment which I
have offered should be adopted the lan-
guage would not be susceptible to dif-
ferent interpretations. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I urge sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Arkansas. It isin accord-
ance with what I think we clearly mean.
In the second place, it would do what we
did in the case of the United Nations’
army. The United Nations Charter pro-
vides that the number of troops shall be
agreed to and shall be limited. I think
there is no question about the power of
Congress to make such a limitation. I
wish particularly to call attention to a
poll of public opinion, which is in the
hands of every newspaper in the coun-
try. Itisa Gallup poll. The exact ques-
tion asked was:

At the present time, do you think Con-
gress should have the right to limit the
number of troops which can be sent to Eu-
rope, or do you think the number of troops
which can be sent should ke left up to the
President and his advisers?

The answers were: Congress, 58 per-
cent; the President, 31 percent; both, 1
percent; no opinion, 10 percent. In oth-
er words, the people of the country be-
lieve, by a vote of nearly 2 to 1, that Con-
gress rather than the President, should
determine the number of troops to be
sent abroad.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete Gallup poll state-
ment be printed in the ReEcorp at the
end of my remarks.

There being a0 objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ConcrEss SHoOULD Have RigHT To LimiT NuMm-
BER OF Troors BSeENT OvERSEas, PusLic
SAYS—MAJORITY IN SURVEY OFPOSES LEAv-
ING DECISION SOLELY UP TO PRESIDENT AND
His ADVISERS

(By George Gallup, director, American
Institute of Public Opinion)

PriNcETON, N. J.,, April 3.—Should the
President have the right to send as many
troops overseas as he wants—or should Con-
gress limit the number?

In the current debate over this issue, pub-
lic opinion upholds the right of Congress to
limit the number, judging from interviews
Jjust completed with a balanced cross section
of the voting population.

This vote may signify growing congres-
slonal prestige in the public eye as President
Truman's popularity diminishes,

The average American seems to want Con-
gress to exercise final judgment on this vital
issue.

In making the survey interviewers for the
institute put the following question to each
person interviewed: .

“At the present tlme, do you think Con-
gress should have the right to limit the num-
ber of troops which can be sent to Eurcpe,
or do you think the number of troops which
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can be sent should be leit up to the Presi-
dent and his advisers?”

Percent

Congress ; 58
President......- e 31
Both. 1
No opinion 10
Total 100

Actually, there have been two issues in-
volved in the controversy over Presidential
powers in the matter of troops: (1) Whether
the President should be allowed to send sol-
diers overseas without obtaining congres-
sional approval first, and (2) whether the
number he can send should be limited.

On both counts the public has been siding
with Congress.

Last month the institute reported a sur-
vey showing that 64 percent think the Presi-
dent should not be allowed to send troops
overseas without prior congressional approval,
while 28 percent think he should have this
right and 8 percent are undecided.

REPUBLICAN ATTACKS

Senator Roserr A. Tarr, of Ohio, has led
attacks on the President’s unchecked power
to send troops overseas.

TarT's position is that if there is no limit
on the Presidential power to dispatch troops
abroad, it would *practically destroy the
power of Congress over forelgn relations.”

He and other Republicans charge that Mr.
Truman's own action in sending troops to
Eorea last summer was arbitrary and not
well thought out.

The EKorean episode may, in fact, have a
bearing on the public's apparent wish to have
Congress act as watchdog on the troops issue.

In January and again in February the
weight of opinion, as measured in institute
surveys, was that our entry into the Eorean
War was a mistake.

By the terms of the new draft bill passed
by the Senate and now before the House,
Congress could by indirection put a limit on
the number of troops the President can send
abroad.

The bill puts a limit on the total size of
the Armed Foreces.

With two hemispheres to police, as well
as continental United States, this would auto-
matically place a limit on the number of
American troops that would be avallable for
the defense of Europe.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield 1 minute
to me?

Mr. McCLELLAN.
some time;

Mr. WHERRY. I desire only 1 minute.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I in-
tend to support this amendment. I only
regret that the congressional determina-
tion does not run also to the four divi-
sions. That is the only regret I have in
supporting the amendment completely.
I think it is just as important that Con-
gress determine the policy with respect
to sending the four divisions as it is with
respect to sending further divisions. My
feeling is that this is a toe-in-the-door
policy. That is one thing which I think
has clouded this issue. This amendment
would certainly make it clear as to what
we are to do in the future. If the amend-
ment is adopted, the determination ought
to be on the basis of a joint resolution,
so as to give it the effect of law. But cer-
tainly if it is the sense of the Senate that

I wish to reserve
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constitutional processes ought to be ad-
hered to so far as future divisions are
concerned, we shall have accomplished
that much.

I intend to support this amendment,
but I believe that it is just as important
that congressional determination run not
only to the four divisions but to any other
troops which may be assigned under the
implementation of article 3 of the Atlan-
tic Treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOEY
in the chair). The time of the Senator
has expired.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. McMaHON.]

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] has read
t¢ the Senate the fizures of a Gallup
poll as to how the United States should
be defended. The Constitution provides
who shall be in charge of the various
aspects of the defense of the United
States. The Constitution says that the
President of the United States shall be
the Commander in Chief. It also pro-
vides that the Congress shall have the
power to raise armies and maintain a

navy. But, Mr. President, in my opin- -

ion, when the Congress undertakes to
deploy the troops there will be a repeti-
tion of the terrible mistake which was
made during the first part of the War
Between the States, when there was con-
stituted a committee of Congress which
told the President of the United States
how to operate the Armed Forces, with
results that are only too well known to
history.

We are now going one step further, it
seems. We are going to take a Gallup
poll as to where we shall send troops,
and how many. I suppose the next ques-
tion will be as to what kind of equip-
ment shall be sent.

I notice that the amendment has been
modified by inserting a provision that no
ground troops in addition to the four
divisions shall be sent to Western Eu-
rope. In all this debate to which I have
been able to listen, there has been no
effort to distinguish the President's
power to distribute the naval forces, the
Air Forces, and the ground forces of
the armed services of the United States.

Mr. President, this amendment, if
adopted, would, it seems to me, be sub-
versive of the Constitution. It would
be placing hobbles on General Eisen-
hower and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
would result in the future in a pitched
battle in this body upon every single de-
ployment of troops which might be pro-
posed.

I believe that the best interests of the
national security lie in the defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to ine?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I certainly
hope that this amendment will not be
adopted. It seems to me that what we
have had going on for the past 3 months
on the floor of the Senate is the best
argument against the amendment, If it
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should happen that more troops were
needed in Europe, and if other nations
were to say that they would put up many
additional divisions if the United States
would put up-one or two more divisions,
the President should have the authority
to go ahead and send additional troops,
without having to come to Congress and
await the results of a Gallup poll, while
we spend 3 months in debate, so as to
give every Senator an opportunity to be
heard in detail and make five or six
speeches on the subject. At some time
decisions must be made. We have been
fortunate that the Communists have not
moved while this so-called great debate
of 3 months has been taking place.

The President of the United States is
the Commander in Chief of the Army
and Navy. Somewhere along the line
decisions must be made as to when cer-
tain things are to be done, and they
must be made without hearing every
Senator in complete detail while he
states his views, and without waiting for
a Gallup poll and thinking the thing
over for 5 or 6 months before a decision
is reached.

I believe that we should recognize the
fact that we are not going to save lives
merely by having our troops in the
United States. If war should break out
in Europe, not only four divisions, but
every division we could raise would be
sent into the fight. Our troops will
have to go overseas if war breaks out.
They will have to fight on foreign soil,
whether we want it that way or not.
So to sit here and hope that if we keep
our troops in the United States our boys
will not be called in the event of war,
is only wishful thinking. We might as
well realize that the best chance for us
to preserve the peace is to have allies,
to be strong, and to be able to win a
war if we must fizht one.

Mr, HICKENLOOFPER. Mr,
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Not at this time.

We know that we shall get a great
deal more help from France, Belgium,
Holland, and our other allies if we have
forces in the field which can prevent
those countries from being overrun
while they are calling up their reserves
and getting their men to the colors. If
France is able to mobilize her entire
reserves, she may have two or three mil-
lion men in the field if we can keep the
ccuntry from being overrun while she
is mobilizing. If other nations are
going to work with us, we ought to be
able to take action without hearing from
everyone in the United States before
any additional troops can be assigned.
Therefore it seems to me that once we
have made the decision, the President
should be able to assign certain troops
to General Eisenhower’s army, and
should be able to decide how many
troops ought to be assigned, rather than
to have his hands tied and be compelled
to come back to Congress.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question if I
have time,

Presi-
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like
to call the Senator’'s attention——

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am going to
ask a question, but I wish to call the
Senator’s attention to the fact that
there has been a great deal of criti-
cism about the slowness of Congress. I
wish to ask him if he is not aware that
practically 2 years have gone by since
the North Atlantic Pact was approved.
The European nations have apparently
done nothing physically to implement
their side of the agreement.

In this morning’s issue of the New
York Times it is stated that finally, at
long last, the administrative end in
Western Europe has finally decided
where it will locate the army headquar-
ters and where it will locate the admin-
istrative headquarters. They have been
fighting back and forth, as to whether it
should be in Paris or London, or whether
it should be divided. After months and
months of argument and delay, they
have finally decided administratively the
simple question of where the headquar-
ters shall be. The criticism of Congress
is probably not justified.

Mr. LONG. I cannot see that it would
at all help if, after the people to whom
the Senator from Iowa has referred had
wrangled 2 or 3 months in an attempt
to reach a decision as to where to locate
the headquarters, Congress should wran-
gle for 2 or 3 more months about the
same subject.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining? I was orig-
inally yielded 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hoey in the chair). The Senator has
one-half minute remaining.

Mr. WATKINS. I doubt whether I
could complete my question in one-half
minute. I shall not try.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from New
York [Mr. LEEMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN. If the pending
amendment is adopted, I believe we will
be doing an extremely unwise and dan-
gerous thing. It would inevitably re-
sult in tying the hands of the President
and of our military authorities. As the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LonG] has
pointed out, we have already debated
the subject for the better part of 3
months., We have seen filibusters in
the Senate, and if we adopt the amend-
ment, it will mean that when action
hereafter is requested, debate on the
subject may last for weeks, and perhaps
months, and thus tie the hands of the
President and our military authorities
for an indefinite time.

Mr. LONG, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LEHMAN. I have only 2 min-
utes, and I cannot yield.

There is nothing new about the prin-
ciple that the President has the right
to deploy our froops. He has done it
time and time again. We have troops
in Trieste, we have troops in the Med-
iterranean area and in Greece. They
are not endangering the security of this
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country any more than would the troops
we might send to take part in the inter-
national army under the command of a
great American general.

It is nothing new for our troops to be
a part of an international army. We
took part in such an organization 50
years ago, at the time of the Boxer Up-
rising, in China, when our troops be-
came a part of an international force
headed by a German general, a force
that was participated in by France,
Great Britain, the United States, Japan,
and Germany. We did not thereby lose
our sovereignty. We did not lose our
power of withdrawal had we considered
it wise to do so, any more than we would
lose that power now.

Mr. President, the pending amend-
ment is one of the most important
amendments that will come before this
body today. If we adopt the amend-
ment we will take the chance of render-
ing ourselves, for an indefinite period,
completely impotent, of rendering our-
selves subject to long, endless debates
which will occupy time which should
be given to other important matters.

Mr. President, I hope the amendment
will be defeated.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. How much time for
debate remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas has 6 minutes re-
maining; the Senator from Texas has
15 minutes.

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
SrENNIS].

Mr., STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
entirely in sympathy with the idea of
some rather strong safeguards being
placed around the sending of large num-
bers of troops to Europe, but, with all
due deference to the distinguished au-
thor of the pending amendment, and
those who support it, I am somewhat
alarmed at the extent to which the
amendment goes. I think it would be a
most serious mistake to adopt it.

When it comes to sending troops to
Europe, let us either send them or not.
That is a policy to be decided and it
should be before us as a clear-cut issue.
But once having determined to send
troops to Europe, we will be entering
upon an unsound course if we provide, as
we would under the pending amendment,
that in order to send additional troops
it will be necessary to have senatorial
approval.

Mr. President, the sentiment in favor
of sending four divisions of troops to
Europe is so strong that approval of
that action was expressly voted into the
resolution by a vote of 24 to 0. In other
words, the sentiment is so strong in the
two Senate commitiees that there was
not one single dissenting vote in opposi-
tion. Yet it has already required $0 days
to get the resolution to the voting stage.

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio briefly.
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Mr. TAFT. Does not the Senator
think that if the President had come to
Congress on the first of January with the
Brussels agreement and said, “Here is
what I think ought to be done,” we would
have been through with the matter by
the 15th of February, rather than be
debating it today?

Mr. STENNIS. That may be, but it
is not a question of who is to blame. It
is a question of taking a sound military
step. I submit for the candid judgment
of this body that once we have deter-
mined as a matter of policy to send troops
to Europe under the implementation pro-
gram, it is unsound, from a military
standpoint, and unsound from the Gov-
ernment standpoint, to put a choker on
the measure, and say, “We are not going
to permit the sending of any additional
froops except with Senatorial approval.”

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas briefly.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand
the Senator, his interpretation of the
resolution as now drafted is that the
President will not have to come back to
Congress to send additional troops to
Europe.

Mr. STENNIS. My interpretation is
that there certainly was some latitude
allowed in paragrapli 6. Unless there
were a change in policy the President
would not be required to come back to
Congress. I repeat, the sentiment here
is so strong in favor of the sending of
the troops, that the vote in the two com-
mittees was 24 to nothing. Yet it is now
proposed that a choker be placed in the
resolution, which would be unsound from
a military standpoint, and, frankly, in
my opinion, would be unconstitutional,
even if it should have the force of law.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, I now
yield 3 minutes to the senior Senator
from Mew Jersey [Mr. SmiTr]l.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I merely desire to call the atten-
tion of the Senate to a distinetion be-
tween paragraph 6 of the resolution and
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Arkansas. Paragraph 6 provides
that congressional approval should be
obtained of any policy, whereas the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas prevents, on any condition, any fur-
ther ground troops being sent in imple-
mcntation of article 3 of the North At-
lantic Treaty. The McClellan amend-
ment is too restrictive. We must leave
some flexibility in the resolution, be-
cause obviously cases will arise when
it might be necessary to act, even under
article 3, and we would not want to be
bound to await action by Congress after
a full-dress rehearsal.

I do not think we are in any danger
in leaving the language as it is in para-
graph 6, which provides that—

In the interests of sound constitutional

and of national unity and under-
standing, congressional approval should be
obtained of any policy requiring the assign-
ment of American troops—

And so forth. To my mind the whole
emphasis of this paragraph is on the
question of approving policy, and we
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tentatively approve the policy of senil-
ing four divisions.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. How many American
troops does the Senator think the Presi-
dent could put in Europe even if the
restriction were adopted?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Does the
Senator mean the McClellan restriction?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
not put any in Europe.

Mr. TAFT. We have 120,000 troops
there now, as I understand. I suggest
that with the four divisions we would
bz putting at least 200,000 more in Eu-
rope. We have in addition to that the
Air Force. Even with the restriction
proposed by the resolution, and certainly
by the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas, I think we could actually put
400,000 American boys in Europe. Does
not the Senator feel that if we are to
go beyond any such number the admin-
istration should come back to Congress
for a further authorization?

Mr. of New Jersey. I have

He could

said right along that it seems to me if

we dre to go into the matter of sending
great numbers of troops to Europe, a
vast extension of the policy would be
involved.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. May I ask whether
the Senator from New Jersey is in favor
of the President coming back to the
Senate to secure approval for sending
troops?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. On every
occasion we have to determine whether
or not a new policy is involved. I think
the President would have been wise, if I
may say so, had he come to Congress
long ago and asked for a joint resolution,
which would have given him the right to
approach this matter,

Mr. McCLELLAN. I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I do not
want to restrict the leaders of our Armed
Forces or the President himself by lan-
guage which provides that he cannot
send another soldier without first ob-
taining further congressional approval.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator
agree with me that the resolution in its
present form is susceptible of so many
different interpretations and is so am-
biguous that any person can place on it
any interpretation he wishes to and can-
not be successfully challenged in doing
s0?

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. No, I do
not agree to that, because it seems to me
that the situation will be cared for under
the provision requiring consultation with
the two committees of each of the two
Houses of Congress.

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield, in order that I may ask a
question of him?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield for a gues-
tion,

Mr. O'CONOR. Let me ask the Sen-
ator whether he would consider modify-
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ing his amendment by substituting the
word “should” for the word “shall” in
line 4?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
meant to make that modification, name-
1y, in line 4, to change the word “shall”
to the word ‘“should” so as to conform
with the text of the paragraph of the
r?isolution to which the amendment ap-
plies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
modification will be made.

Mr, O'CONOR. I thank the Senator
fiom Arkansas.

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopgel.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I merely
wish to say that I agree that paragraph
6 is ambiguous, and I hope there will
be an opportunity, later on, to clarify it.

However, as I read the amendment
which has been proposed by the Sena-
tor from Arkansas, it would put the
United States in a very rigorous strait
jacket, so far as looking after our own
interests in the future is concerned, for
as I read the amendment it means that
no troops in addition to four divisions
shall be sent without further Senatorial
approval.

I think that would mean that the
Senate would have to approve every ship-
ment proposed above four divisions, and
thus the amendment would convert the
Senate into an operations section of a
general staff—something for which the
Senate is not fitted either by training
or experience or by its ability to act with
secrecy and dispatch. I think American
public opinion wants congressional con-
trol and congressional watch over any
new policy involving the sending of
troops, but I do not think American pub-
lic opinion wants the Senate to get it-
self into the position of being an expert
on troop movements, when the Senate
should not be anything of the kind.

Mr. President, in my opinion this
amendment would have a most unfor-
tunate effec’; and I hope it is rejected.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator f. -m Ccn-
necticut [Mr. McMagON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. McMAHON, Mr. President, since
the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas has been modified by the in-
sertion of the words “ground troops,”
it seems that the Senator from Arkansas
and those who are supporting the
amendment are agreeable to the abdica-
tion of Senatorial control over air gen-
erals and admirals, but insist that the
Senate itself act as the generals on the

ground. I have asked the Senator from.

Arkansas whether there is any limitation
which he admits would be imposed by his
amendment upon any other paragraph
of the resolutizn which would limit the
right of the President to send air and
naval forces to Western Europe

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr, President, the
entire resolution deals with ground
troops. It was in that form that the
resolution was reported by the commit-
tees, and we are still dealing with the
resolution in that form.
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Mr. McMAHON. That is correct. I
do not support paragraph 6 as it is now
written, but I wish to have it clarified
the other way from the way the Sena-
tor from Arkansas has attempted to
clarify it. So I congratulate him at least
on drawing the issue plainly.

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. McFARLAND. In other words, to
make the resolution more restrictive
would be a handicap to General Eisen-
hower in performing his duties. If the
resolution is to be clarified, it should be
clarified the other way.

Mr. McMAHCN. 1 think so. For the
life of me, I have been unable to under-
stand why Senators of the United States
believe they are supreme in respect to
ordering around our ground troops,
whereas they say—insofar as we are
able to determine from anything included
in the resolution or from any effort
which has been made by Senators in re-
gard to amending the resolution—that
we are not concerned with the deploy-
ment of the air or naval forces. To me,
that simply does not make sense.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me for a ques-
tion?

Mr., McMAHON. No; I have only 2
minutes.

Mr, President, the Senator from
Ohio—and 1 have adverted to this once
before—has mentioned the Gallup poll
as the basis for a position.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Connecticut
has expired.

Mr. McMAEON. May I have an addi-
tional half minute?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for an additional half minute.

Mr. McMAHON, Mr, President, I
thought that at the present time polls
were rather in disfavor. Certainly they
were a few years ago. However, now, ap~
parently, we are not only going to select
the President of the United States in ad-
vance, but we are going to select the gen-
erals of the United States in advance,
without asking those who have to give
their entire time and attention to that
matter how we are going to protect the
vital security of the United States
against the greatest threat that has ever
been posed to a free people. ‘What non-
sense.

Let me present a question to the Sen-
ate, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, may I
have and additional half minute?

Mr. CONNALLY. Iyield an additional
half minute to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut is recognized
for an additional half minute,

Mr. McMAHON, Mr. President, I wish
to read this question and to place it in
its proper context, and then I wish to ask
Senators whether they wish to vote for
the deployment of ground forces of the
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United States on the basis of this kind of
what I call monkey husiness: At the
present time, do Senators think Congress
should have the right to limit the number
of troops to be sent to Europe, or do
Senators think the number of troops
which can be sent to Europe should be
left to the President and his advisers to
decide?

Mr. President, that question supplies
its own answer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Connecticut
has expired.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFARLAND].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
shall not use even that much time,

Let me say that I hope the amend-
ment will be rejected. I am one of those
who would like to have paragraph 6 of
the resolution clarified, but I should like
to see it clarified in conformity with the
explanation of that paragraph which
has been given by the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMmItH].
‘We should not make this resolution more
restrictive.

If Senators wish to defeat the resolu-
tion, let them vote against it. However,
let us not destroy the resolution by
adopting crippling amendments.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
have some time remaining, have I not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, let
me say that I very much hope the Senate
will reject the amendment.

If we wish to use a microscope on any
bill or resolution, we can always find in
a proposed piece of legislation some~
thing or other which we do not like
and which we would wish to change.
However, no one Senator has yet reached
the point where he himself is able to
write an entire bill or an entire resolu-
tion.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorGe], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr, WiLEY], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarLAND], and the other Sena-
tor: are adhering ‘o the resolution as re-
poited by the two committees. The com-
mittees spent a great deal of time work-
ing on these resolutions. We believe
they represent the best we can possibly
do. We think that all the so-called
amendments to tinker with this and
tinker with that and tinker with the
other thing do not get us anywhere.

So I very seriously and humbly beg
the Senate not to adopt this amendment,
but to vote it down; and then let us
proceed to the consideration of the other
amendments.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Munbprl.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Arkansas has rend-
ered a great public service by bringing
clearly before the Senate and the coun-
try the basic issue in this debate. The
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issue is whether in the future the Sen-
ate is going to completely abdicate any
authority it has over American armies
assigned to an international command.

We have heard a great deal about the
movement of ground troops. This
amendment deals not with the ordinary
movement of ground troops but, I sub-
mit, Mr. President, that this amendment
deals only with the movement of ground
troops to which we assign American boys
who have been drafted, to serve over-
seas under an international command.

We have heard a great deal about the
great American general who is in charge;
but before the ink has dried on the reso-
lution, there may be a French general
or an Italian general in charge, and this
resolution will still apply.

Let me point out that Senators who
vote against this amendment will be vot-
ing in contravention of article I, section
8, clause 14, of the Constitution, which
provides that the Congress shall have
power “to make rules for the govern-
ment and regulation of the land and
naval forces.”

_If we blindly surrender our authority
to the Chief Executive, thus giving him
the authority to move United States
troops in any way he wishes, and with-
out congressional authorization, includ-
ing their movement overseas for assign-
ment to an international command, we
shall be surrendering the constitutional
authority which we have as Senators of
the United States. I urge adoption of
the McClellan amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President, I
yield myself such time as I have remain-
ing. I desire to make but a very brief
statement.

I have listened to the arguments in
opposition to the amendment. Those
who want the President to have and to
exercise all power to commit American
troops to an international army want
the pending resolution adopted in the
form in which it was reported by the
two committees. We might just as well
get the issue straight. Those who do not
believe that the President should have
that power, or that consent of the Con=-
gress should be a prerequisite to his ex-
ercise of such power, want the amend-
ment adopted, in order that the resolu-
tion may say what we intend that it
shall say.

The argument made by the able Sen-
ator from Louisiana, if valid, would mean
that the entire proceeding of adopting
a resolution was futile, a mere empty
gesture. Why have we consumed any
time at all, beyond the time required to
approve the sending of four divisions at
this time? It is because our sense of
duty impels us to do so, and because we
have the constitutional right to do so.
Merely because we approve the policy of
sending four more divisions now is no
reason why we should permit the Presi-
dent to send 25 or 50 more divisions
later, particularly in view of the fact
that other members of the North At-
Jantic Pact may not be doing their fair
share toward committing troops to the
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international army under the command
of General Eisenhower, in furtherance
of the defense program.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. LONG. It is my understanding
that our reason for having a debate is
that we are passing upon the policy of
whether the President may commit
troops to the international army, not be-
cause the Congress is expected to indi-
cate how many troops it thinks ought
to go to any particular place.

Mr, McCLELLAN. The resolution says
it is the sense of the Senate that the
Congress shall approve the policy, as well
as approve the sending of the four divi-
sions. I contend that when we approve
the policy, we ought to make it clear that
we are merely approving the sending of
four divisions; that that is the extent
of our approval of the policy. But the
implementation of the policy from here
on does not require us to give the Pres-
ident of the United States authority to
commit further divisions indiscrimi-
nately, without approval by the Con-
gress. We retained that right under the
United Nations Charter, which is a docu-
ment of higher authority and which
covers more territory than does the
pending resolution. Why should we not
retain at this time the power which we
have under the United Nations Charter?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Can the Senator tell me
when in American history, Congress has
ever directed the disposition of the
ground troops of this country, stating
how many divisions should be in one
place, and how many in another?

Mr. McCLELLAN. We have never be-
fore, in our entire history, had a charter
similar to the United Nations Charter,
We are either going to retain the power
vested in us by the Constitution, in the
interest of national unity, or we are go-
ing to surrender that control, with a
realization that it will be productive of
disunity and further misunderstanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
LAN], ¢35 modified.

Mr, WHERRY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
demand sufficiently seconded?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Capehart Eastland
Anderson Carlson Ecton
Bennett Case Ellender
Benton Chavez Ferguson
Brewster Clements Flanders
Bricker Connally Frear
Bridges Cordon Fulbright
Butler, Md, Dirksen George
Butler, Nebr. Douglas Gillette
Byrd Duff Green
Cain Dworshak Hayden
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Hendrickson  Lodge Russell
Hennings Long Baltonstall
Hickenlooper McCarthy Schoeppel
Hill MecClellan Smathers
Hoey McFarland Bmith, Maine
Holland McMahon Bmith, N. J.
Humph: 1y Malone Smith, N. C.
Hunt Martin Bparkman
Ives Maybank Stennis
Jenner Millikin Taflt
Johnson, Colo. Monroney Thye
Johnson, Tex. Morse Tobey
Johnston, 8. C. Mundt Underwood
Eefauver Murray Watkins
Kem Neely Welker
Eerr Nixon Wherry
Kilgore O'Conar Williams
Enowiand O'Mahoney Young
Langer Pastore
Lehman Robertson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, inas-
much as the amendment has been modi-
fied in certain respects, I ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LecIsLaTIivE CLERK. On page 5, at
the end of line 2, it is proposed to change
the semicolon to a comma, and imme-
diately thereafter to insert the following:

But it is the sense of the Senate that no
ground troops in addition to such four divi-
sions should be sent to Western Europe in
implementation of Article 3 of the North

Atlantic Treaty without further congres-
sional approval.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCiELLaNn], The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YOUNG (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
McKELLar]l, who is absent because of ill-
ness. If he were present and voting, he
would vote “nay,” and if I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote “yea.”
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr,
Maenuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business,

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
EKeLiar] is absent because of illness,

I announce further that the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MacnNUuson] is
paired on this vote with the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
would vote “nay” and the Senator from

- Nevada would vote “yea.”

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr, Van-
DENEBERG] is absent by ieave of the Senate.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
WiLey] is detained on official business,

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 46, as follows:

YEAS—44
Bennett Butler, Md. Capehart
Brewster Butler, Nebr. Carlson
Bricker Byrd Chavesn
Bridges Cain Cordon



Dirksen Knowland Robertson
Dworshak Langer Schoeppel
Ecton McCarthy Smith, Maine
Ferguson MecClellan Smith, N. C.
Hendrickson Malone Taft
Hickenlooper Martin Thye
Holland Millikin Watkins
Jenner Morse Welker
Johnson, Colo, Mundt Wherry
Johnston, 8. C. Nixon Willizms
Kem O’'Conor
NAYS—46

Alken Hayden Maybank
Anderson Hennings Monroney
Benton Hill Murray
Case Hoey Neely
Clements Humphrey O'Mahoney
Connally Hunt Pastore
Douglas Ives Russell
Duff Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Eastland Kefauver Smathers
Ellender Kerr Smith, N. J.
Flanders Kilgore Sparkman
Frear Lehman Stennis
Fulbright Lodge Tobey
George Long Underwood
Gillette McFarland
Green McMahon

NOT VOTING—B6
MecCarran Magnuson Wiley
McEKellar Vandenberg Young

So Mr. McCrLELLanN’s amendment, as
modified was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is open to further amendment. If
there be no further amendments——

Mr, IVES. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I of-
fer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognized the Senator from New York,
but he seems to have taken his seat.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I do not de-
sire at this time to offer an amendment,
but I shall offer one eventually.

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment whick: I have sent o the
desk, and I ask to have it read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The Cmier CLERK. It is proposed to
strike out the period at the end of line
8, on page 5, and to insert in lieu thereof
a semicolon; and at the end of the reso-
lution to add the following new para-
graph:

8. It is the sense of the Senate that the
United States should join with the other
parties to the treaty of peace with Italy,
entered into on February 10, 1947, or with
such of the parties as may agree thereto, in
the negotiation of a new treaty of peace with
Italy which will eliminate all provisions of
the existing treaty which impose limitations
upon the military strength of Italy and pre-
vent the performance by Italy of her obli-
gations under the North Atlantic Treaty to
contribute to the full extent of her ca-
pacity to the defense of Western Europe.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
should like to have the Members of the
Senate note that part (b) has been
stricken from the amendment. My
amendment would advise the President,
along with the other advice which
would be given him under the resolu-
tion, that we think the Italian peace
treaty has outlived its usefulness, and
that we now ought to untie the hands
of the Italian people so that they may
defend themselves, and thereby not
make it necessary for us to send quite
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so many American boys to defend the
Italians, while they sit by and watch
the fight.

Mr., BRIDGES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. Did not the Senator
inadvertently misstate a fact when he
referred to the Italian treaty as having
outlived its usefulness? Was it ever of
any use?

Mr. WATEINS. Thai may e a tech-
nicality. As a matter of fact, it was
never a good treaty. Even its propo-
nents said that it was not a good treaty,
but they thought it was the best that
could possibly be obtained under the cir-
cumstances. I voted against it, as did
the Senator from New Hampshire. We
thought it was a bad treaty, and we still
think su. As time has gone on it has
become worse and worse. It seems to
me to be idle tr be talking about send-
ing our own fiesh and blood to defend
the Italian people, while there are 8,-
000,000 men in Italy who are able to bear
arms. We should not send our own
troops to Italy and have the Italians sit
by because their hands are tied. They
should be in a position to be able to de-
fend themselves. They are not permitted
to raise an army. They cannot defend
themselves. They are prevented from
doing so by the treaty. -

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS, I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator's
amendment relate only to the portion
of the treaty \.hich refers to the right
on the part of the Italians to rearm in
order to defend themselves, or does it
refer to all provisions of the Italian
Peace Treaty?

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I am
sure Senators did not hear the question
because of the confusion in the Cham-
ber.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

Mr. WATKINS. I saould like to have
the Senator from Vermont restate his
question so tha® all Senators may hear
it.

Mr. AIKEN. The question I asked of
the Senator from Utah probably could
be answered by a closer reading of his
proposed amendment. Does the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Utah
affect only the provision of the Italian
treaty which prohibits the Italians from
arming themselves in order to defend
themselves against aggression, or does it
affect all portions of the Ifalian Peace
Treaty?

Mr. WATEKINS. It affects only their
power to defend themselves. It goes to
that part of the treaty only. All we have
before us now is the question of the mili-
tary implementation of the North At-
lantic Pact and the sending of troops to
Europe. I do not wish to involve in this
question the matter of the economic
obligations placed upon the Italians, and
the terrific load which they are now
carrying and will be required to con-
tinue to carry under the treaty. I have
submitted a resolution to take care of
that situation,
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My motion to amend results from the
knowledge that while we debate the
question of sending American troops to
Europe to help defend the nations of
Western Europe, there exists in law a
prohibition against Italy's rearmament,
The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 limits
Italy to a 185,000-man army. During
World War II she had in the neighbor-
hood of 8,000,000 men under arms and
in the latter years of the war contributed
much to the victory over Germany.
Thus, while we debate the sending of
American troops to Europe on the one
hand, we block Italy from raising and
equipping an army for her own defense.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. -As the Senator knows,
I am very much in sympathy with the
idea of eliminating existing limitations
on the ability of the Italian people to
rearm themselves and to take part in
the Atlantic defense. I should like to
suggest a modification of the language
of the Senator’s amendment,

Mr. WATKINS. In which part?

Mr. LODGE. In lines 2, 3, 4, and 5.
I should like to explain why I think the
amendment should be modifiled. As the
amendment now reads, it says:

8. It is the sense of the Senate that (a)
the United States should join with the other
parties to the treaty of peace with Italy—

And so forth. That means that we
would instruct our State Department to
join with the Soviet Union in negotiating
a new treaty of peace.

Mr. WATKINS, I invite the Sena-
tor’s attention to the fact that if he will
read further he will see that my amend-
ment provides “or with such of the parties
as may agree thereto, in the negotiation
of a new treaty of peace with Italy.”

I would not want to shut out Russia
if she wants to agree to it.

Mr, LODGE. Is it not true that what
the Senator wishes to do is to modify the
existing arrangement, and not negotiate
a new treaty? Why does the Senator
want to negotiate a new treaty and go
through that whole dreary business all
over again? Would it not be much more
expeditious if we were simply to say that
we do not like the treaty as it stands,
and want to improve it? To undertake
to negotiate a new treaty of peace with
Italy would open up a great many com-
plications. I would eliminate every-
thing after the word “should” in line 2,
reading, “join with the other parties to
the treaty of peace with Italy, entered
into on February 10, 1947, or with such
of the parties as may agree thereto, in
the negotiation of a new treaty of peace
with Italy which will,” and then insert
“seek to,” so as to make the remainder
of the amendment read: “seek to elimi-
nate all provisions of the existing
treaty,” and so forth.

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator means
to eliminate the remainder of the
amendment?

Mr. LODGE., No. I would eliminate
everything in line 2, after the word
“should,” and all of lines 3, 4, and 5. In
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line 6 I would eliminate the word “will."”
The amendment would then read:

8. It is the sense of the Eenate that (a)
the United States should seek to eliminate
all provisions of the existing treaty, which
impose limitations wupon the military
strength of Italy—

And so forth, as it now reads.

It seems to me that would be a much
more expeditious way of handling it.

Mr. WATKINS. Iam sorry the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts did not previ-
ously bring his proposed modification to
my attention. On the spur of the mo-
ment, Mr. President, I accept his modi-
fication to my amendment.

Mr. LODGE. I am very much obliged
to the Senator.

Am I correct in understanding that the
Senator has already modified his amend-
ment by striking out everything in sub-
paragraph (b), beginning at page 2,
line 2?

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; I have stricken
out the “(b)” portion of the amend-
ment.

It seems to me that it is utterly ridicu-
lous to send American troops to Europe
to help defend Italy while we deny Italy
the right to arm herself in her own
defense.

My amendment is designed to require
the Department of State and the admin-
istration to take immediate steps to cor-
rect the situation brought about by con-
tinued adherence to the military pro-
visions of the Italian Peace Treaty.

The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 was
premature. It was entered into and
rammed down the throats of the Italian
pecple before the situation in Central
Europe had crystallized and before the
mailed fist of Russian imperialism had
completely revealed itself. The Italian
Peace Treaty of 1947 is a product of post-
war hatred and revenge. It was delib-
erately designed to reduce Italy to a
condition of helplessness. It was predi-
cated on a determination to punish Italy
and her people. Much of this resulted
from the insistence of Russia and her
friends. As I have already said, Russia
was the principal author of that part of
the treaty, and actually urged the harsh
provisions of the treaty in a spirit of
revenge.

The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 vio-
lated every principle of the Atlantic
Charter. It deprived Italy of her col-
onies. It transferred important portions
of the domestic territory of Italy to other
nations, and put Italian nationals under
the jurisdiction of other nations with-
out these people having the right to say
where they desired to be.

The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 is
totally inconsistent with the principles
underlying the Greek and Turkish aid
program and the Marshall plan, It de-
prived Italy of economic substance, and
transferred it to the Soviet Union at the
very moment when we were sending eco-
nomic aid to Italy to foster recovery and
prevent unemployment and suffering.

The Italian Peace Treaty contradicts
the mutual defense assistance program.
It requires Italy to transfer ships and
armament to the Soviet Union, thus
making it necessary for the United States
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to supply arms and equipment to Italy if
Italy is to stand by our side in the defense
of Western Europe.

The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 pro-
vided that certain Italian war vessels
were to be placed at the disposal of the
United States, Great Britain, France,
and the Soviet Union. These powers
established a Naval Commission at Rome
to decide upon the allocation of the ves-
sels thus transferred.

The four-power Naval Commission
reached a final agreement on February
8, 1948, as to the vessels which were to
be given to the Soviet Union, Great Brit-
ain, the United States, France, Greece,
Yugoslavia, and Albania.

On December 11, 1948, Italy and the
Soviet Union signed an agreement in
Moscow for the transfer to the Soviet
Union of 33 Italian warships. It was
stipulated in the Moscow Agreement that
the ships should be transferred in five
groups beginning January 15, 1949. As
of the present date some—and possibly
all—of these vessels have been trans-
ferred.

In the event of a war with Russia these
same Italian vessels transferred under
the terms of the Italian Peace Treaty
would be used by Russia against the na-
tions of Western Europe, even including
Italy itself.

The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947 is a
contradiction of the North Atlantic
Treaty and the organization which has
been brought into existence for the de-
fense of Western Europe. The treaty
places severe military and economic re-
strictions on Italy and will make it im-
possible for her to contribute her fullest
potential to the defense of her friends
and neighbors in Western Europe in the
event of an aggression, She has agreed,
as we all know, under the Atlantic Pact
to do her part and to take steps for the
mutual aid and collective defense of the
nations parties to that pact; yet by the
very terms of the Italian treaty, which
we still tolerate, and which we were
parties to fastening upon the Italian peo-
ple, she is unable to do her part and
carry on with the other countries in the
collective defense of the free nations of
the world.

Italy cannot defend herself without
large and well-equipped infantry forces.
At present such forces are being
equipped with American-made weapons.
Reports from Italy indicate that Italian
production of weapons and equipment
is delayed and ineffective. Major George
Fielding Eliot, an able and renowned mil-
itary expert, reports from Italy that the
Italians would fight bravely in their own
defense but that they have lost confi-
dence in the United States insofar as our
efforts to aid their own military produc-
tion program is concerned. Major Eliot
quotes an Italian Army officer as saying:

The development of Italy’'s arms produc-
tion program is being just as effectively sab-
otaged by your eternal delays, hesitations,
and reconsiderations as if Stalin himself were

right here in Rome directing every move-
ment.

Incidentally, I should mention that
even the manufacture of arms by the
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Italians comes under the limitations of
the treaty itself.

Major Eliot further quotes this Italian
Army officer as follows:

It isn't that you aren’t delivering your own
finished weapons to us. We're getting tanks,
artillery, aircraft, .50-caliber machine guns,
bazookas, and other American arms according
to schedule, or even ahead of it, but our basic
need is a small-arms program, which of ne-
cessity includes stepping up our own produc-
tion of rifles, machine guns, and small-arms
ammunition—and whenever it's a question
of helping Italian weapon production, that’s
where the run-around begins.

In the same report from Rome, Major
Eliot says:

At present the armament of the Itallan
infantry Is a mess. Weapons using nine
different types of ammunition are in use.

Major Eliot reports an Italian ser-
geant as having said to him with refer-
ence to the rifles available to Italian
troops:

Its best use 1s to throw it at the enemy.
You might even hit two of them that way.

Italy has several excellent arms fac-
tories and has the skilled workmen ca-
pable of producing small arms, If the
limitations were removed, they could
proceed to manufacture arms which are
so necessary for the defense of their
people. Although Italy has been stripped
of the means of manufacturing heavy
military equipment and is denied the
right of building vessels and planes of
war, those restrictions can be lifted if
we denounce the Italian Peace Treaty
and then give Italy substantial aid under
the mutual defense assistance program.

The Department of State has taken the
position that now is not the time to move
for abrogation of the Italian Peace
Treaty. The State Department insists
that revocation of the Italian Peace
Treaty presents important political and
legal considerations, not only for Italy
but also for the United States and other
signatories of the Italian Peace Treaty
which require continuous study. The
Department therefore refuses to take any
action to correct the anomalous situation
caused by continuous adherence to the
terms of the 1947 treaty.

The Italian Government has warned
the west that Russia’s Balkan satellites
are rearming and that this has created
a dangerous situation in the Mediterra-
nean. Italy has, according to reports,
appealed for revision of the 1947 Peace
Treaty in order that she may increase
her own armed forces. The Depart-
ment of State has replied that it shares
Italy’s concern over the illegal building
up in Romania, Bulgaria, and Hungary.
The State Department insists, however,
that it does not consider the present an
appropriate time to discuss possible
changes in the Italian treaty.

My amendment to the resolutions now
under discussion is designed to express
the will of the Congress that the Amer-
ican Government shall take the lead in
seeking revision of the Italian Peace
Treaty. It is designed to make it clear
that the Congress of the United States
favors removal of the military restric-
tions on Italy which are contained in
that treaty.



1951

My amendment is designed to express
the will of Congress that Italy shall be
allowed to defend herself,

It seems to me that this is only a move=
ment dictated by common sense, a move=
ment dictated by the necessity of put-
ting the people of Italy in a position to
defend themselves and to aid in the great
movement for the defense of the free na-
tions of the world. It seems to me, con-
sidering the way the treaty is drawn and
the way we are now moving, that we are
likely to see the very impracticable,
ridiculous, and stupid situation of hav-
ing American troops in Italy defending
the Italians while the Italians sit on the
mountain sides watching the Americans
fisht the Russians or the Communists.
In World War II we had the experience
of many of the Italians watching us fight
again to liberate them from the Ger-
mans; but at this time it seems to me
that the situation will be just as I have
mentioned unless we take action now by
way of advising the President and giv=-
ing impetus to the movement to do away
with the unfair limitations of the treaty.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. WATKINS, I yield.

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator tell
us, if he knows, what the attitude of the
Italian Government is toward this pro-
posal?

Mr. WATKINS. As I understand, the
Government of Italy is very much in
favor of having the limitations of the
treaty removed. I have not had word
directly from them, but I have seen
copies of the Italian press published in
Rome and other places, which heartily
support this movement. I cannot see
how the Ifalian Government could pos-
sibly object or in any way try to prevent
such a movement from succeeding.

I think the Senator understands that
in the diplomatic world it would prob-
ably be unwise for Italy at this moment
to start the movement. I am not start-
ing this primarily in behalf of the Ital-
ians, but in behalf of American boys
who will have to go abroad and defend
the Italians if their hands are not un-
tied and if they are not allowed to de-
fend themselves. That is my primary
motive in asking for a change in the
treaty. It seems to me that the Senate
ought to accept the amendment. We are
giving advice. Let us throw in some for
good measure, which will help our boys,
and incidentally help the Italians and
the other nations who will have to fight
Italy's battles, too, if the Ifalians are not
given their liberty to defend themselves,
to build armaments, to operate their
factories, to manufacture tanks and
planes, and also to receive tanks and
planes from us and from other nations
which will go, in large measure, to re-
arming 8,000,000 Italians who can bear
arms, and who ean defend themselves if
given the opportunity.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont.

Mr, AIKEN. I invite the attention of
the Senator from Utah to the fact that
Italy is one country which has a surplus
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of labor at the present time, and that
his amendment, if carried out by our own
Government, would not only give Italy
an opportunity to improve her own eco-
nomic condition, but would also put her
in a much sftronger position to defend
herself if attacked.

As I see it, the United States is now
in the position of having tied Italy’s
hands behind her and promised her that
if any other nation should attack her we
would come to her defense. Of course,
that is a very incongruous situation for
this great Nation to find itself in.

I am in favor of the Senator’s amend-
ment, and I hope that it will be adopted,
I hope, even more, that the administra-
tion will see fit to act upon it after it is
adopted .

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the Senator from Vermont I
should like to say that there are un-
employed, many hundreds of thousands,
if not millions, of Italian men, who are of
an age enabling them to bear arms. If
they were put into the defense forces
they would be in a position to take care
of themselves, and in addition, to help
defend their country and lighten the
burden on the United States, on which,
in the end, in spite of all we do, most of
the burden will be placed.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATEKINS. I should like to add
a further observation, and then I will
yvield. My information is that the Soviet
Union has failed to keep its part of the
Italian treaty agreement. The Soviet
Union has opposed every nomination
that was made to make Italy a part of
the United Nations. In other ways Rus-
sia has violated the Italian treaty, and
there is no longer any obligation on our
part to carry out the other provisions,
since Russia has taken the attitude
which she has taken.

I now yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. DWORSHAK. How can we ex-
pect full participation by Italy in the
implementation of the North Atlantic
Treaty so long as the peace treaty limits
her armed forces to 185,000 men? How
can we overcome that restriction?

Mr. WATKINS. There is no way I
know of to do so legally. We can violate
the treaty. But it seems to me the more
honorable course would be to urge this
country and other countries who are at-
tempting to defend free nations, to set
aside the treaty and secure a new treaty
which frees Italy from arms limitations.
I think that is the only way we can do it.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Emphasis in this
debate has been placed on the essential
need of strengthening and improving the
morale of the countries of Western Eu-
rope. I ask the Senator from Utah, How
can we enhance the morale of the people
of Italy so long as they are prohibited
by the terms of the Italian Peace Treaty
from defending their nation against
communistic aggression? Certainly if
we want their support, if we want them
to take an active part in implementing
the North Atlantic Treaty, then we cer=-
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tainly should take steps immediately to
do something about the limitations in-
herent in that peace treaty.

Mr. WATKINS. I agree with the
Senator from Idaho. Suppose the situa-
tion were reversed, and Italy was send-
ing Italian troops to the United States
to help us against some other country,
and our soldiers were required to sit on
the sidelines and watch that situation.
What would that do to the morale of the
American people? What would it do to
the morale of any people who had any
pride in their country, loyalty to its flag
and to its great traditions and history,
such as the Italian people have? It
seems to me a poor way of helping the
morale of a people.

I hope we may today have an almost
unanimous vote by Senators expressing
their feeling with respect to this ques-
tion, so that the State Department, the
President of the United States, and the
other nations parties to the treaty will
take whatever steps they can to have
the treaty changed, at least with respect
to the limitations on the military power
of Italy.

Mr. President, how many minutes have
I left of my time?

The VICE PRESIDENT,
more.

Mr. WATKINS. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time, I yield the floor at
the moment,

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr, President, the
unanimous-consent agreement provides
as follows:

That] no amendment or motion that is not
germane to the subject matter of the said
resolution shall be received.

On the strength of that provision I
make a point of order against the
amendment of the Senator from Utah.
It is not germane, There are a number
of signatories of the peace treaty with
Italy. We cannot unilaterally declare
it is no good, and withdraw. Further-
more, the proposal would merely involve
us in another international quarrel with
Russia, and might possibly eventuate in
armed aggression by one or the other
of the powers. So I hope the Chair will
sustain the point of order.

Mr., WATKINS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum,

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I still
have the floor.

Mr. WATKINS. I thought the Sena-
tor had quit.

Mr. CONNALLY, I do not claim to
be a quorum, but I am here and entitled
to be noticed.

It seems to me that this amendment
is immaterial and not at all germane
to the purpose of the resolution. The
resolution refers only to the sending of
troops to Western Europe. What in the
world the Italian peace treaty has to do
with that is very difficult for me to see.

I urge the point of order.

Mr, WATKINS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the
Senator from Utah desire to argue the
point of order?

Mr. WATKINS. I desire to argue it,
but I want to have a quorum call first,
so0 Senators may know what we are talk-
ing about.

10 minutes
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The time
consumed in calling the roll will have
to be taken out of the Senator's time,
He has only 10 minutes left.

Mr. WATKINS. Well, I do not desire
the time for the roll call to be taken out
of my time. If that is the ruling of the
Chair, I shall have to abide by it.

It seems to me the very question we
are discussing is the number, to a certain
extent, of the troops we will send to
Europe, and if anything we can do will
result in cutting down that numbper, or
materially affect it, it szems to me it is
germane to what we are considering.

I cannot conceive any better way to
cut down the necessity for sending
American troops abroad than to get rid
of the Italian Treaty. I have already
pointed out there are some 8,000,000
Italians able to bear arms. During
World War II Italy had in reserve and
actually under arms around 8 000,000
men. They are available again today.
If they are available, it certainly will
have some effect upon the necessity for
American troops if they are given the
right to bear arms and if we allow them
to operate their arms factories to make
guns, build tanks, ships, and whatever is
needed to wage war. If we are not talk-
ing about defense, and the ways to im-
prove our defense in Europe, and defend
the free nations of the world, what are
we talking about here today? I cannot
imagine anything that strikes more at
the heart of what we are debating today
than my amendment. What are we pro-
posing to do? We are proposing to give
advice. All I propose is that the Con-
gress of lhe United States give some
more advice which, together with the
rest of it, will improve our defenses in
Europe.

I suggest my amendment is germane,
and I ask the Chair to rule that it is
germane,

Mr. DWORSHAK., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. WATKINS., Iyield tothe Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. DWORSHAK. 1 should like to
call attention to paragraph 4 of Senate
R:solution 99:

It is the sense of the Senate that before
aendlng units of gmund troopa to Eurcrpe
under article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall certify to the
SBecretary of Defense that in their opinion
the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty—

Including Italy—

are giving, and have agreed to give full,
realistic force, and effect to the requirement
of article 3 of said treaty that “by means of
continuous and effective self-help and
mutual aid,” they will “maintain and develop
their individual and collective capacity to
resist armed attack,” specifically insofar as
the creation of combat units is concerned.

Mr, President, obviously Italy cannot
cooperate with other nations under the
North Atlantic Treaty and under the
provisions of self-help and mutual aid
contribute armed forces to the imple-
mentation of that treaty. The amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Utah
thus is germane to the pending resolu-
tion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
gfnator from Utah wish to argue fur-

er?
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Mr. WATKINS. I reserve the re-
mainder of the time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the point
of order the Chair does not think the
limitation of time applies, because the
point of order as made is debatable so
long as the Chair wishes to hear any
argument in support of the point of
order or in opposition to it. The point
of order may not be regarded in the na-
ture of a motion.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I can-
not hear the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks the point of order does not stand
on the same level with a motion, the
time on which is limited by the unani-
mous-consent agreement. So if the
Senator wishes to argue the point of
order further, the Chair will hear him
reasonably. The time for discussion of
a point of order is as a rule in the dis-
cretion of the Chair, because it is for his
information.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state it.

Mr. WATKINS. May I suggest that
the Chair submit the question to the
Senate for decision.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
presumes that he has a right to submit
it, although under the unanimous-
consent agreement it seems to be as-
sumed that the Chair would pass on
points of order.

The resolution which is before the
Senate pertains to the sending of troops
from the United States to Western Eu-
rope to implement the Atlantic Pact.
Italy is a member of the Atlantic Pact.
The question of a treaty between Italy
and other nations, especially Russia,
limiting her power to arm herself, pre-
sents a difficult situation, and the Chair
does not wish to indulge in any dogma
as to its germaneness. The germane-
ness of one proposition to another is
rather a technical matter. The Chair
is not convinced that the mere expres-
sion of the sense of the Senate with re-
gard to a treaty wholly outside the At-
lantic Pact, although one of the mem-
bers of the Atlantic Pact is a party to
that treaty, is germane to the resolu-
tion now before the Senate.

Indirectly the amendment may have
some effect upon the President’'s ability
to carry out the agreement under the
Atlantic Pact, but an expression that is
the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State should
initiate negotiations in some way to bring
about a revision of the Italian treaty does
not impress the Chair as being the logi-
cal way to get at that matter, although
the entire resolution is merely an expres-
sion of the sense of the Senate—if it be
the sense of the Senate—in regarc to the
implementation of the Atlantic Pact.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, before
the Chair concludes his ruling, may I
observe that on page 1 of Senate Resolu-
tion 99, in the fourth “whereas,” we find
the following:

Whereas article 3 of the North Atlantie
Treaty pledges that the United States and
the other parties thereto “separately and
Jointly, by means of continuous and effective
self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and
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develop their individual and collective ca-
pacity to resist armed attack.”

Mr. President, I submit that if the re-
strictions of the treaty deny to Italy an
effective medium of promoting and de-
veloping self-help, then the amendment
is germane to the resolution, for that is
all the amendment amounts to. Cer-
tainly if the restrictions and limitations
of the Italian peace treaty are removed,
Italy will be in a better position to help
herself and to make a greater contribu-
tion to the entire subject matter which
now is under discussion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is it the Sen-
ator's position that the United States of
America, under a Senate resolution de-
claring it to be the sense of the Senate,
can initiate procedure by which that
treaty could be revised?

Mr. PASTORE. No, because the
amendment, as I understand, is merely
an admonition that by promoting good
will and making—by means of the re-
moval of those limitations—the proper
movements that are necessary to be made
in order effectively to promote the pur-
pose of the resolution, Italy will be in a
better position to make a larger contri-
bution to the effort of the North At-
lantic nations. So I submit that the
amendment is absolutely germane, sim-
ply for the reason that it is a drive in
the proper direction.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, per-
mit me to call attention again to the
amendment itself. It has been modified;
but the original amendm:at expressed
what I think has just been stated by the
Senator from Rhode Island, namely,
that—

It is the sense of the Senate that the
United States should join with the other
parties to the treaty of peace with Italy, en-
tered into on February 10, 1947, or with such
of the parties as may agree thereto, in the
negotiation of a new treaty of peace with
Italy which will eliminate all provisions of
the existing treaty which impose limitations
upon the military strength of Italy and pre-
vent the performance by Italy of her obli-
gations under the North Atlantic Treaty to
contribute to the full extent of her capacity
to the defense of Western Europe.

Mr. President, the resolution has to
do with implementing the North Atlan-
tic Treaty. The pu-pose of the amend-
ment, as offered, is to permit Italy to
do her part in implementing that treaty.
It seems to me that since we are offer-
ing advice only to the President, then
in its broadest sense the amendment
certainly is germane to the resolution;
and I believe that the ordinary man on
the street, the citizen who is not schooled
in parliamentary usage, would say that
the amendment has a direct relation-
ship to the resolution. I am sure the
American people will feel that the
amendment has something to do with
the subject matter, and so will the Italian
people, and all other peoples who are
parties to the pact.

I realize that the Senate is guided by
its own rules and regulations; but it
seems to me that a certain amount of
discretion may be exercised by the Chair
in connection with guestions of this sort,
and that therefore the Chair would not
properly be criticized for ruling that the
amendment is germane, and thus is
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proper for consideration at this time.
So it seems to me that the Senate should
be permitted to vote on the amendment,
so as to let the President and the world
know how we feel about this matter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
does not think the amendment is very
germane. The Chair does not think it
ijs very much in order. However, the
Chair will let the Senate pass upon that
question by voting on it. Therefore, the
Chair will, with a good deal of reserva-
tion as to the correctness of his position,
overrule the point of order.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President——

Mr. WATKINS, Just a minute, Mr.
President; I did not understand the
Chair’s ruling.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
overrules the point of order—with a good
deal of reservation.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. When the Senator
from Utah read this amendment a mo-
ment ago, I believe he read it as it was
originally printed, whereas the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. LopGel sug-
gested some modifications of the amend-
ment.

I would be inclined to support the
amendment with the modifications sug-
gested by the Senator from Massachu-
setts. Am I correct in understanding
that the modifications were made?

Mr. WATKINS. Those modifications
were accepted by me and are a part of
the amendment as it is now before the
Senate. In reading the amendment a
moment ago, I merely had before me a
printed copy of the amendment, and I
read that in order to explain the sense
of the amendment., When I read the
amendment, I explained that the amend-
ment is not now in exactly that form.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WATKINS. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. For the information of
the Senator from New Mexico, let me say
that the Senator from Utah accepted the
suggestion that the amendment be modi-
fied so as to include the words “seek to”
after the word “should” in line 2, on
page 1, and then to strike out the re-
mainder of line 2, and all of lines 3, 4,
and 5, and the word “will” in line 6, and
to insert the words “with Italy” after the
word “treaty” in line 6, so as to make the
amendment read as follows:

It is the sense of the Senate that the United
States should seek to eliminate all provi-
sions of the existing treaty with Italy—

And so forth.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President, I
suggest that the amendment as modified
and as now before the Senate be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Utah yield for that pur-
pose?

Mr. WATKINS. Yes, Mr. President; I
suppose I still have some time remaining.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment as modified will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, it
is proposec to strike out the period at
the end of line 8, and insert in lieu there-
of a semicolon; and at the end of the
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resolution it is proposed to add the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

8, it is the sense of the Senate that the
United States should seek to eliminate all
provisions of the existing treaty with Italy
which impose limitations upon the military
strength of Italy and prevent the perform-
ance of her obligations under the North At-
lantic Treaty to contribute to the full extent
of her capacity to the defense of Western
Europe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah has approximately 8 minutes
remaining, if he wishes to use them.

Mr. WATKINS. My, President, I shall
reserve my time. I see that the Senator
from Texas is seeking recognition, and I
may wish to reply.

Mr. OMAHONEY, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Texas. 1 wish to take only a
minute and a half although I did not
realize that the Senator from Texas had
been recognized.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement, the time
on all amendments is controlled by the
proponents of the amendments and the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
time yielded to me should be taken from
the time allotted to the control of the
sponsor of the pending amendment.

Mr, WATKINS. Very well, Mr. Presi-
dent; I am glad to yield to the Senator
from Wyoming for the time he desires.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
merely wish to say that I am in complete
agreement with the sense of the amend-
ment as submitted by the Senator from
Utah and as modified in accordance with
the suggestions offered by the Senator
from Massachusetts. I think the
amendment as modified is highly intelli-
gent, and is a desirable declaration of
policy. I believe the Senate should adopt
the amendment as modified.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Texas yield to the Senator
from Arkansas?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. How much
time does the Senator from Texas yield
to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr, CONNALLY, I yield the Senator
5 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
when the treaty with Italy was before
the Senate for ratification, I moved to
delay its consideration from that time—
which was during the summer, I be-
lieve—until the following September.

I was opposed to the treaty then, and
I still am., I should have been perfectly
willing to go further than this amend-
ment, if the whole treaty were to be re-
considered or abrogated, if that were
possible, because I think it was a very
unwise treaty.

So that if this amendment has the
effect of at least lessening the impact of
the Italian peace treaty, I certainly ex-
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pect to support it. If those who have
studied it more than I have contemplate
going further in regard to the treaty, so
as to eliminate some of the other re-
strictions it contains, I shall be very glad
to support that movement also.

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFaRr-
LAND],

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, T
wish to explain the vote I am about to
cast on the pending amendment. I
should favor modifying the treaty with
Italy, but I do not think this is either
the time or the place for us to consider
amendments of the kind suggested. I
believe the proposal should be given care-
ful consideration by the proper commit-
tee before we act on it. I do not know
how far it might reach or what its effect
might be. Before we vote upon amend-
ments of this character I think the com-
mittee should consider them. I under-
stand that this amendment was not con-
sidered by any committee, If the Senate
of the United States is to adopt a reso-
lution on the subject of the assignment
of troops to Europe, in my opinion it
should be a resolution similar to the one
now under consideration. I do not be-
lieve we should begin amending the res-
olution by an amendment of the kind
now proposed. We do not know where
it would lead. It could be said that we
ought to have another treaty with Mex-
ico, or with Canada, or with some other
country, if we are to amend the resolu-
tion to cover questions growing out of
treaties.

Mr. President, for the reasons stated,
I do not believe this is either the time
or place to consider the subject matter
covered by the amendment, as indicated
by the Chair in overruling the point of
order, with reservations, and I shall
therefore cast my vote against the
amendment,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
was a member of the American delega-
tion when the Italian treaty was writ-
ten. It did not suit me, and it did not
suit other members of the American
delegation, to place on Italy the limita-
tions contained in the treaty. I am in
sympathy with Italy’s having a right to
arm and defend herself, but this is not
the way to accomplish it. I repeat, this
is not the way to reach that objective.

A number of other nations are parties
to the Italian Peace Treaty. Do we want
to offend them by undertaking through
unilateral action to modify the treaty?
Do we want to offend countries who will
oppose our action? It would be neces-
sary to get the consent of Russia, for she
is a party to the treaty. Is it supposed
that if we adopt a simple resolution
Russia will say, “Fine; all right; what-
ever you boys want, we will agree to it”?

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. How are we going to
have action to modify the treaty started
unless we undertake to express our opin-
ions as to what should be done?

Mr. CONNALLY. Whatever we do
should be done directly, not as a side
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issue in connection with the pending
resolution. The Secretary of State and
the President will be here long after this
amendment has been acted upon, and
whenever they desire to do so they may
take the question up with other parties
to the treaty. It is impossible to tack
onto this resolution an amendment to
deal with every question which may
arise anywhere in the world.

The Chair very clearly indicated he
did not regard the amendment as ger-
mane, or as very germane. In fact,
it is not at all germane. We ought to
proceed according to rules and regula-
tions and in accordance with judgment,
policy, and logic. The amendment is not
germane to the question now before the
Senate.

Let us suppose that, instead of this
amendment, we should say, “We want a
resolution on the subject of the treaty
with Mexico made at Guadalupe Hi-
dalgo in 1848.” It would be equally as
germane as the proposal now being
made. In my opinion, neither of them
is germane,

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mexico
is not a signatory to the North Atlantic
Treaty, is she?

Mr. CONNALLY. No; but she is a
signatory to numerous other treaties.
I am merely illustrating the point that
such an amendment as the one now
pending cannot be added to the resolu-
tion as one might attach a tail to a kite
and have our relations with other coun-
tries of the world affected in that
manner. We have treaties with many
nations. )

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Is there any sound
reason why we cannot give the Presi-
dent good advice, in this instance, as we
are doing with respect to the imple-
mentation of other parts of the North
Atlantic Pact?

Mr. CONNALLY. I think an effort is
being made to give him too much advice.
I think the President should be allowed
to exercise his own judgment in certain
matters, without being dictated to by the
Senate in the interest of politics.

Mr. WATKINS. Had the President
been given better advice in the begin-
ning, I should not now be urging this
question, because there would never have
been such an Ifalian peace treaty as
now exists.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am sure it is easy
for the Senator to say what might have
happened, and what will happen.

Mr. WATKINS. I want it known that
I voted against the Italian peace treaty,
because I thought it a bad treaty when
it was negotiated. The committee it-
self said it was not a good treaty; and
it has become worse as the years have
gone by. Now that Russia has violated
the treaty, there is no reason why we
should not initiate a movement to get
the State Department and the Presi-
dent to proceed, in any legitimate way
they can, to remove the limitations re-
ferred to.
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Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from
Utah makes a very logical argument.
Hc argues that because Russia has vio-
lated some treaty, we ought to violate
one. Isthat the Senator’'s argument?

Mr. WATKINS. If one party to a
treaty does not observe its obligations
under the treaty, does mot that afford
t.h; other parties ground for denouncing
it

Mr. CONNALLY. Why, of course.

Mr. WATKINS. What would we do,
for example, in respect to the North At-
lantic Pact, if all the other members to
the pact said, “No, we are not going to
do anything”? Would we remain in it
and continue to carry on?

Mr. CONNALLY. I may say the Sen-
ator's guestion is about as germane as
the amendment we are now discussing.

Mr. President and Senators, I have
sympathy for the Italian people. I do
not want to see them prevented from
defending themselves or from arming
themselves. But the issue raised by the
amendment is not germane to the ques-
tion with which we are concerned. We
can deal with it at any time. Let the
Senator from Utah present his proposal
when the pending resolution has been
disposed of, when we can give it con-
sideration. It can be studied by the
proper Senate committee. It can be in-
vestigated through appropriate hearings.
Let us not do a foolish thing simply be-
cause we may be irritated by some as-
pects of the Italian peace treaty. I hope
Senators will vote against the amend-
ment. The issue is whether the treaty
shall be sustained. The proposed
amendment is a troublemaker, and I
hope Senators will vote it down.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the amendment of the Senator from
Utah [Mr, WaTeins] as modified.

Mr. WATKINS. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. YOUNG (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
McKEeLLAR], who is absent because of ill-
ness. If he were present and voting, he
would vote “nay.” If I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “yea.” I withhold
my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Frear], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Mayeank], the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. SmiTH] are unavoid-
ably detained on official business.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCarran] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
McKErLar] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Frear] and the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. MacnusoN] would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. V:n-
DEN3ERG] is absent by leave of the Senate,
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The result was announced—yeas 67,
nays 20, as follows:

YEAS—6T
Alken Ferguson Morse
Anderson Flanders Mundt
Bennett Fulbright Neely
Benton Hendrickson Nixon
Brewster Hickenlooper O’Conor
Bricker Humphrey O'Mahoney
Bridges Hunt Pastore
Butler, Md. Ives Robertson
Butler, Nebr, Jenner Baltonstall
Byrd Johnson, Colo, Schoeppel
Cain Kem Bmathers
Capehart Kilgore Smith, Maine
Carlson Knowland Smith, N. J.
Case Langer Taft
Chavez Lehman Thye
Clements Lodge Tobey
Cordon Long Watkins
Dirksen McCarthy Welker
Douglas McClellan Wherry
Duft McMahon Wiley
Dworshak Malone Williams
Eastland Martin
Ecton Millikin

NAYS—20
Connally Hill McFarland
Ellender Hoey Monroney
George Holland Murray
Gillette Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Green Johnston, S, C.
Hayden Eefauver Underwood
Hennings Eerr

NOT VOTING—B

Frear Magnuson Smith, N.C.
MecCarran Maybank Vandenberg
McKellar Russell Young

So the amendment of Mr. WATKINS,
as modified, was agreed to. !

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, on behaH.
of myself, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr, McManox]1, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr, Amxenx], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANpErRsoN], the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Lowne], the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SpaRkMAN], the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Hen-
DRICKSON], the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, Durrl, the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr, Doucras], the Senator from
Maine [Mrs. Smta], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr, Lopgel, and my col-
league the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. LEeman] I submit an amend-
ment,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from New York for him-
self and other Senators.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERE. On page 4,
line 19, it is proposed to strike out all of
paragraph 6 through page 5, line 2, and
in lieu thereof insert:

6. The Senate hereby approves the present
policy of assigning American forces, includ-
ing ground troops, to Western Europe when
such assignment is in implementation of
article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty and
hereby approves the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
gend four additional divisions of ground
troops to Western Europe; to this end it is
the sense of the Senate, in the interests of
national unity and understanding, that there
should be full collaboration between the
Congress and the President; and it is the
sense of the Senate that, whenever either
& majority of all the members of the Senate
Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed
Services, acting jointly, or a majority of all
the members of the House Committees on
Foreign Affairs and Armed Services, acting
Jointly, may believe that any proposec policy
pertaining to the implementation of article
3 of the North Aflantfc Treaty is a new
policy, or may dissgres with the certified
opinions referrew to In paragraphs 4 or 5§,
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such new policy or the matter in disagree-
ment should be submitted to the Senate and
House for their consideration and approval
in such manner as the committees may
recommend.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York is recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. IVES. I shall not take that much
time. I yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. President, it is most regrettable
that at one of the most critical periods
in our Nation’s history the relationship
between the President and the Congress
and the confidence of the Congress in
the President have reached so low an
ebb that many of us in the Senate have
believed it necessary to assert by formal
expression the authority of our National

legislative body with respect to the
Chief Executive.

Mr. President, may I have order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order, Senators who wish to
converse will please retire from the

. Chamber.

Mr, IVES. Mr. President, if there be
constitutional grounds for the action we
would take, then our action becomes a
duty and obligation, It seems to me,
however, that with or without constitu-
tional provocation, such action as we
contemplate is essential.

Whether or not the President is re-
quired to obtain the consent of the
Congress for the use and deployment of
American Armed Forces abroad, includ-
ing Western Europe, he should, as a
madtter of practical expediency and com-
mon sense, consult and collaborate with
the Congress on every significant matter
of this kind. In fact, he should seek
to obtain the approval of the Congress
without being requested to do so by the
Congress. Indeed, it is hard to under-
stand how any Chief Executive in these
trying days would want to take upon
himself the sole and exclusive respon-
sibility for decisions involving, not alone
our Armed Forces, but the very fate of
the Nation. !

As it is, we have before us a resolution
expressing the attitude of the Senate and
outlining in part a course of procedure
by which the Senate—or both Houses of
the Congress if the concurrent resolution
is adopted by the House of Representa-
tives as well as by the Senate—would col-
laborate with the President in the deter-
mination of policies and programs affect-
ing the assignment of American armed
forces abroad—especially of American
ground troops to Western Europe. I
agree with tlie purpose of this resolution
and to a considerable extent with its
substance,.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will suspend until the Senate is in or-
der. There is entirely too much moving
around in the Chamber and too much
conversation. The Senator who has the
floor is entitled to the respectful hearing
of the Members of the Senate. Senators
who are compelled to converse will
please retire from the Chamber,

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I suspect
that the context the resolution may have
something to do with the moving around
in the Chamber.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has no way of knowing what is causing
the moving around.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, the resolu-
tion approves the selection of General
Eisenhower as supreme allied command-
er in Europe. It accepts as fact the ne-
cassity which requires the United States
to assign units of our Armed Forces to
the Eisenhower command. As a prelimi-
nary to such assignment, it ealls for con-
sultation by the President with the See-
retary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the Committees on Foreign Rela-
tions and Armed Services of the Senate,
the Committees on Foreign Affairs and
Armed Services of the House, and Gen-
eral Eisenhower himself. As an essen-
tial prerequisite for such assignment, it
calls upon those nations which are par-
ties to the North Atlantic Treaty to give
full, realistic force and effect to the re-
quirements of article 3 of said treaty. It
insists that the Europzan members of
the North Atlantic Treaty shall make
the major contribution to the ground
troops under General Eisenhower's com-
mand and, even then, specifies that such
assignment shall only be made after the
Eecretary: of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have certified to the
Senate Committees on Foreign Relations
and Armed Services and to the House
Committees on TForeign Affairs and
Armed Services that it is a necessary
step in strengthening the security of the
United States. It calls upon the Presi-
dent to submit to the Congress at inter-
vals of not more than 6 months reports
on the implementation of the North At-
lantic Treaty, including such informa-
tion as may be available for this pur-

-pase by General Eisenhower. It specifi-

cally approves the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff

to send four additional divisions of

ground forces to Western Europe.

Only in the resolution’s failure to pro-
vide definite procedure by which to ob-
tain congressional approval of future
policy pertaining to the assignment of
American ground troops abroad, in im-
plementation of article 3 of the North
Atlantic Treaty, is it seriously defective.
In the first six lines of paragraph 6, as
now written in the resolution, the lan-
guage is so indefinite and ambiguous
that it is subject to varying and con-
flicting interpretations which have been
disclosed during the course of this
debate.

This language of the paragraph paves
the way for future controversy and
debate which may be provoked when the
emergency will have become far more
critical and dangerous. To adopt this
resolution with paragraph 6 in its pres-
ent form will lead to almost certain and
perhaps disastrous misunderstandings
&nd misinterpretations at some later
date when protracted debate would be
fatal in its effect not only on ecivilian
morale, but even worse, on the morale
and welfare of American Armed Forces
everywhere.

Therefore, I have been pleased to join
in efforts to clarify the language and
terminology in paragraph 6 so that it
can state what it means and ean be
understood by everyone. And so I sup-
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port the pending substitute amendment,
which I have sent to the desk. It is very
similar to the amendment which was
offered last Friday by the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. McMarorn] and my-
self. I support the pending substitute
amendment, both as to its purpose and
as to its substance.

At this point, Mr. President, I wish to
point out that copies of th amendment,
in mimeographed form, have been dis-
tributed, and they are now on the desks
of all Senators.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. IVES. I am very sorry I cannot
yield. I amr speaking against time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
declines to yield.

Mr. IVES. If I have some time re-
maining at the 2onclusion of my remarks,
I shall be very happy to yield.

This amendment not only endorses the
present general policy of assigning
American foreces, including ground
troops, to Western Europe when such as-
signment is in implementation of article
3 of the North Atlantic Treaty; it also
proves specifically the present plans to
send four additional divisions of ground
troops to Western Europe. Calling for
the “fullest collaboration between the
Congress and the President,” it places
with appropriate congressional commit-
tees initial responsibility for the consid-
eration of and action on every new policy
which may be proposed and every deci-
sion regarding the future assignment of
American ground troops to Western Eu-
rope which may be proposed by the Sec-
retary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and General Eisenhower.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
S1ENNIs in the chair). The Senate will
be in order. Visitors in the Chamber,
who are presumably helping Senators to
transact business, will kindly retire if it
is necessary for them to converse.

Mr. IVES. To those who may charge
that, in designating by title four commit-
tees of the Congress to consider these
questions in the first instance, we thus
would set up an “elite group” to bypass
full Senate consideration and to circum-
vent full Senate action, I would point out
that no situation of this kind could pos-
sibly arise under the terms of the amend-
ment., Under the procedure outlined in
the amendment, no Member of the Sen-
ate would be deprived of the opportunity
to take such personal action regarding
proposed policies and programs affecting
our Armed Forees as he would be able to
take if the amendment were not in effect.
Were any Member of the Senate to differ
with any decision of the committees in
question, he could, through the process
of offering a resolution, both express his
personal dissent and obtain full Senate
action on the matter through a motion
to discharge, just as he can do at the
present time, By this process any dis-
senting Senator would be assured of
thorough floor debate and floor action on
the question at issue.

As a matter of fact, the procedure
contemplated by the substitute amend-
ment would provide substantial protec-
tion to the Senate as a whole and to
each Member of the Sznate individually
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against precipitate action by the Presi-
dent, or the Secretary of Defense, or the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, without Senate ap-
proval. It would force the disclosure of
any new policy or any program before it
might become a fait accompli and be-
fore, in the course of normal events, it
might even be brought to the attention
of the Senate.

Without the procedural requirements
in this substitute amendment, and under
the terms of paragraph 6 as it now ap-
pears in the resolution, we have no way
of knowing what course the Senate
should take in dealing with new policies
pertaining to the implementation of
article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty or
with questions arising under paragraphs
4 and 5 of the resolution. This condi-
tion in itself could easily destroy the
effectiveness of the resolution, and make
it wholly inoperative.

The pending substitute amendment
for paragraph 6 both clarifies the intent
and the language of the paragraph, as
it is now written, and assures to the
Senate as a whole adequate opportunity
for the proper consideration of every
matter falling within the purview of the
resolution. It removes all ambiguity
from the paragraph, and reduces to a
Liinimum the likelihood of future mis-
understanding and controversy over the
modus operandi,

I urge the adoption of the substitute
amendment because I believe it is essen-
tial to the resolution, if the resolution
itself is finally to mean anything at all,
and is not ultimately to cause more harm
than benefit.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. FERGUSON,
Mr. HENDRICKSON, and Mr, LODGE
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New York yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. IVES. I yield first to the senior
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, The Senator
would revise the resolution so as to indi-
cate approval of the present policy. He
specifically says that if a majority of the
committees say that there is to be a new
policy, that question shall be submitted
to the Senate for its approval. Does the
Senator so interpret his amendment that
a new policy would include a change in
policy which would be sufficient really
to bring about a radical difference in a
previous policy?

Mr. IVES. I am very glad the Sena-
tor brought that question up. I point
out to the Senator from Massachusetts
that that is a matter which would have
to be left to the determination of the
four committees specified in the amend-
ment. They would have to determine
whether the policy was new or was the
extension of an existing poliey, or what-
ever its status might be. I point out
that under any course we might take in
the Senate, presumably that is the ini-
tial step which would have to be taken
with respect to a matter of that kind.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for one more ques-
tion?

Mr, IVES. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, If there isa suf-
ficient extension—for example, if two
new divisions were to be sent in addition
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to the four—that would not be a new
policy, but it would be a change in the
policy, or an extension, Would the Sen-
ator so interpret his amendment as to
require that question to come before the
committees?

Mr. IVES. Undoubtedly that ques-
tion would have to come before the com-
mittees, and their interpretation would
have to be placed upon the proposal.

I now yield 2 minutes to the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON].

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. IVES. I will yield if I have time.
We have only half an hour all told.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr., President, I
should like to have the Senator yield
for a question.

Mr, IVES., I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
anticipate that there will be public no-
tice from the Executive to the commit-
tees, so that every Member of the Sen-
ate will have knowledge of what the
change or alteration in the policy is
to be?

Mr, IVES. I have a little doubt as to
whether there would be any public no-
tice issuing from the Executive as to
whether a definite change was proposed
in a matter of this kind. That is why
I say that this amendment would be a
safeguard, because four committees
would be on the alert to ascertain
whether anything of the kind was taking
place, and to take action in accordance
with the amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator indi-
cated that Members of the Senate would
have knowledge of what was going on,
so that they could propose a resolution
if desired. Would that not indicate pub-
lic notice?

Mr. IVES. The point the Senator
from New York made was simply this:
If any Senator knew of anything like
that going on, or if it happened to be a
matter of public knowledge, the com-
mittees would know it. Any individual
Senator might not approve of the ac-
tion of the committees. He could take
the course which he normally would
take in the Senate under ordinary cir-
cumstances.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does this procedure
indicate a vote by the committees, so
that the vote would become public?

Mr. IVES. Certainly the action of the
committees would be known. It would
have to be known.

Mr. FERGUSON. Would not what
they were voting on have to be known,
if the information was to be of benefit
to Members of the Senate?

Mr. IVES. In the end it would be
known; but undoubtedly in some in-
stances the committees would know
about the matter before the Senate as a
whole could know about it.

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
on the 27th day of February 1951 I arose
on the Senate floor to indicate my gen-
eral attitude on the then-pending
‘Wherry resolution. Since that time this
great debate—and it has been a great
debate in every sense of the word—has
shed considerable light on the entire is-
sue of troops to Burope—indeed, the de-
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bates of the past week have highlighted
the responsibilities of the Congress and
of the Executive, and have made those
responsibilities patently clear. I shall
ever regret that I was deprived of par-
ticipating more fully in these debates by
committee activities which I could not
honorably escape.

Mr. President, I say that the issues are
now clear—crystal clear—there can be
little question that we should provide
General Eisenhower with four additional
divisions.

But, Mr. President, as I indicated in
my February 27 speech, too long have we
permitted the executive branch to sound
the “tuning fork.” The time has arrived
when the Congress should be the voice
of the people. The people of America
not only expect it—they are demand-
ing it.

Mr. President, I have supported, and
shall continue to support, every effort
here today and tomorrow, if we go on
into tomorrow, to give Congress the
strongest possible controls over the fu-
ture course of our committal of troops
to foreign lands.

The Ives-McMahon amendment, with
which I have associated myself, is one of
the proposals designed for that purpose,
as well as for the purpose of clarifying
the ambiguities in paragraph 6 of the
pending resolution. I hope it will have
the enthusiastic support of every Mem-
ber of this body, for I deem it essential to
the basic attainments which we here seek
‘to accomplish; namely, appropriate con-
trols over the use of our precious Ameri-
can youth in our Armed Forces. Un-
questionably, congressional controls will
go far toward reestablishing the confi-
dence of the people in their Government.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, how much
time have we left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 13 minutes remaining,

Mr. IVES. I will refrain from taking
the floor, and let the other side occupy
some time.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] was
obliged to leave the Chamber for a little
while, and he asked me to take control
of the time., I yield 10 minutes to the
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr, TaFr].

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in my
opinion this amendment removes from
the resolution everything which is of any
value whatever, so far as action by the
Senate is concerned. We might just as
well not adopt any resolution if this
amendment is to prevail. I intend to
support and vote finally for the commit-
tee resolution, no matter whether it is
amended or not, but I certainly will vote
against this amendment, and urge other
Senators to vote against it.

This particular amendment embraces
an extraordinary policy. In the first
place, it takes out any declaration what-
ever by Congress on the constitutional
issue. By doing so, it makes it clear
that Congress is not willing to assert that
it has the slightest constitutional power
in the premises. The original paragraph
provided that—

It is the sense of the Senate that, in the

Interests of sound constitutional proe-
esses—
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That, to my mind, is the heart of the
resolution on that question—
and of national unity and understanding,
congressional approval should be obtained
of any policy requiring the assignment of
American troops abroad when such assign-
ment is an implementation of article 3 of
the North Atlantic Treaty.

The amendment omits the words “in-
terests of sound constitutional proc-
esses.,” So it is in effect an abdication
by Congress, of any right whatever un-
der the Constitution to determine any
question relating to the sending of
troops to Europe. It seems to me that
alone is sufficient to justify a rejection
of this proposed modification of the lan-
guage adopted by a majority of the two
Senate committees.

The procedure as to the committees
seems to be novel and contrary to every
proper consideration to the rights of
committees or the rights of the Senate.
In effect it says that we shall never be
able again to pass on any question of
troops to Europe unless these two com-
mittees decide that we ought to have
that right.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. TAFT, I yield.

Mr. IVES. The Senafor from New
York would like to ask the Senator from
Ohio if he heard the comment of the
Senator from New York on that ques-
tion?

Mr, TAFT. No, I missed it.

Mr. IVES, After all, is it not true that
any Senator, at any time, by resolution,
can bring the subject to the attention of
the Senate if he is not satisfied with the
action taken by the committees?

Mr. TAFT. Of course, any Senator at
any time can bring up an initial ques-
tion. The proposal is not that we ought
to have a right to pass on a change of
policy, but only that we ought to have
the right to pass on a change of policy
if the Committees on Armed Services
and Foreign Relations, considering a
matter in secret—and it may be entirely
secret so far as I can see; there is no
occasion for publicity—decide that that
is a policy on which the Senate ought
to pass. We would have these two com-
mittees set up as a bar to action. In
theory we could prevent the adoption of
a resolution, we could prevent the send-
ing of troops to Europe if we wished to
~do so. But under this amendment the
question would never be brought before
the Senate unless the two committees
decide that a new policy, if there should
be one, is something on which the Sen-
ate ought to pass. I never have known
of any committees having been given
such power in any resolution ever pro-
posed to the Senate of the United States.
Certainly that extraordinary procedure
alone seems to me to be a sufficient basis
for defeating the amendment.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

* Mr, TAFT. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If there is objec-
tion to letfing the Congress pass on such
a question, what would be the reason
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for the proposed action? Why place the
authority in the hands of two commit=
tees? It simply does not add up.

Mr. TAFT. The original amendment
provides that congressional approval
shall be obtained of any new policy.
This amendment provides that no con-
gressional approval shall be necessary
unless the two committees decide that
the Congress ought to have the right to
pass on the question. It seems to me
that is a very condescending attitude on
the part of the committees. Certainly
we do not want to provide in a resolution
of the Senate that two committees can
determine for us the question of whether
a new policy to be determined is a policy
for us to consider or not to consider.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. 1Is it not possible
under the wording of the modified
amendment that a proposal eould be ap-
proved by the two committees, and that
the troops could be sent abroad, as a
change of policy, before the Senate
would even know about it?

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator is
entirely correct, because there is no pro-
vision for publicity. It goes further,
to say that the new policy or matter in
disagreement should be submitted to the
Senate and House for their consideration
and approval in such manner as the
committees may recommend. The com-
mittees would not only assume the right
of vetoing the adoption of any policy by
Congress, but they would also assume the
right of telling us in what form we should
pass on that policy.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. IVES. Can the Senator from
Ohio imagine any substantial number
of troops being sent abroad without the
Senate knowing about it; not only the
four committees involved, but the whole
Senate?

Mr. TAFT. I think so. I do not
know how many troops of these four
divisions have gone abroad so far. Some
of them are on their way, but I do not
know how many. No one has told the
Senate. No one has told the Senate
what is in the Brussels agreement, or
how many troops America has agreed to
contribute to the international army.
The whole matter has been shrouded in
secrecy from the beginning.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. IVES. Can the Senator well
imagine any matter of that kind, which
might be known by the four committees
mentioned in the proposal, being kept a
secret, so that no one else would know
anything about it?

Mr. TAFT. 1 think we might hear
rumors of what was going on, but have
no exact information. The very pur-
pose, as I see it, is secrecy. Why else
submit the proposal to the two commit-
tees? Why not submit it to the Senate
itself? 'The only purpose seems to be to
submit to the committees matters that
might alarm the whole world.

My time is short. I wish to recur to
the point that the provision also re-
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moves from the resolution any assertion
whatever of a constitutional right on
the part of Congress to pass on the
question of sending troops to Europe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I see the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
LopGe] on his feet. How many minutes
would the Senator like?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I am in
favor of the amendment. I am glad to
make that statement in the time of fhe
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I am
in favor of the amendment.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Connecticut 5
minutes.

Mr. McCMAHON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
argument which has been made by the
Senator from Ohio relative to the secrecy
provisions of the amendment is not well
taken. I think it is grounded in soph-
istry, because the only way the Senate
or the House, so far as I know, learn
of a policy adopted by the military
branch is .through committees of the
Congress. I have never known them to
publish it in the Federal Register, or in
the New York Times, or in any other
journal of daily publication. The sug-
gestion that this is a devious method to
keep information from the Senate as a
whole, or the Congress as a whole, is
not well taken.

Mr. President, the votes cast in the
Senate today will have a very great in-
fluence upon the eventual question of
peace or war. It seems to me that every
Senator would do well to think, as I know
we all do, of the responsibility that is
ours in passing upon this very grave
issue.

The amendment which has been
offered by the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives] and myself is an honest at-
tempt to discharge our responsibility as
we see it. Since I have been a Member
of this body I have been one of those
who have tried to defend not only the
rights of the Congress but the rights of
the Chief Executive under the Consti-
tution of the United States. It is my
belief that when the Congress, or the
Senate, seek to impair the rights of the
Chief Executive they are striking a blow
at the instrument from which we must
draw our life, our vitality, our being.

I can remember that in the past 2
years I have defended the right of the
Chief Executive and his constitutional
prerogatives which were challenged here,
and recently I defended the right of the
Congress to set a limitation upon the
number of the Armed Forces, and ar-
gued valiantly alongside the Senator
from Ohio in favor of sustaining that
congressional prerogative.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
the amendment makes clear exactly
what the committee was trying to do.
In my opinion, it safeguards the rights
of the Congress. We are to be con-
sulted. There must be collaboration, as
there should be collaboration. As has
been well pointed out, in order to de-
ploy troops Congress must raise them.
The action of the Congress is necessary.
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The venture that is being undertaken
in the world today, including the venture
in Western Europe, must go forward with
the collaboration of the Chief Executive
and the Congress. As General Eisen-
hower said, unless he has such collabora-
tion and support of the Chief Executive
and the Congress, he might as well be in
the middle of the Atlantic Ocean. The
amendment as now drawn assures him
that that kind of collaboration is pro-
vided for by the resolution. In other
words, provision is made for the four
divisions, and we say that if there is to
be a new policy, the four committees
mentioned, which certainly are trusted
by this body and by the House of Rep-
resentatives, shall be consulted. The
four committees are composed, let me
say to the Senator from Ohio, not alone
of Members on this side of the aisle, but
also of Members on the other side of the
aisle. Yet the Senator from Ohio would
pose what seems to me to be the ridicu-
lous proposition that the 75 men con-
stituting these committees would con-
nive and conspire to keep away from
the Senator from Ohio the fact that
there is to be a change in the basic policy.
Mr. President, to make such a sugges-
tion is certainly to descend to the utmost

" degree of the ridiculous.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is it not the
Senator's interpretation of the amend-
ment that any new policy would have
to be submitted to the Senate by the
committees, together with whatever
recommendation, either in the form of a
joint resolution or a Senate resolution
or a concurrent resolution, they might
see fit to draw up? They could not con-
ceal a new policy.

Mr. McMAHON. Exactly. Further=
more, the amendment spells out exactly
what the Senate can do at any time, re-
gardless to any resolution. Seventy-five
Members of the Senate and the House,
constituting the members of the four
committees, must be consulted. Some
of them sit on this side of the aisle and
some on the other side of the aisle in
this Chamber, and some are on either
one side or the other side in the House
of Representatives.

Mr. President, I consider this amend-
ment to be a great improvement of the
doubtful and confusing phraseology of
paragraph 6 as it is now written. I think
the amendment will reassure the Ameri-
can people and will reassure General
Eisenhower and will reassure our Allies
and will give pause to the gentlemen in
the Kremlin, because they will realize
that we in the United States are deter-
mined to go through with the contract
we made when we ratified the North At-
lali-;é'.ic Pact, and that we meant what we
Salda.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator
give to the Senate the definition of the
words “new policy”? What do they
mean?

Mr. McMAHON. I would say that the
words “new policy” mean the drafting,
let us say, of a million new troops, the
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providing of a massive ground army. I
think that would come within the defini-
tion of ““new policy.” Under the amend-
ment, I think it would be up to these
committees, too, to determine, in accord-
ance with the resolution, what that new
policy was.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MCMAHON. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. Would not the Senator
also say that if any Member of the Sen-
ate thought a certain policy was a new
policy, he could submit a resolution ex-
plaining his view that it was a new pol-
icy. The resolution would be referred
to one of the committees, and if no ac-
tion were taken on it, the author of the
resolution could move that the commit-
tee be discharged from its further con-
sideration and in that way could have
the resolution handled in the Senate by
majority vote? There is no question
about that, is there?

Mr. McMAHON. I believe the Sena-
tor is correct. The only way that could
be prevented would be for the 756 mem-
bers of the four committees to receive
information from the Chief Executive
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and then
hide it, so that the other Members of the
Senate and the other Members of the
House of Representatives would not
know about it. Of course, that is about
as ridiculous as anything could be.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, McMAHON. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. It is also possible,
is it not, for a Senator to submit such
a resolution, even if we do not adopt this
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair did not understand the statement:
of the Senator from Rhode Island in
yielding time to other Senators. The
time of the Senator from Connecticut
has long since expired.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, how
much time will be charged now against
the opponents of the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island yielded 5
minutes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut,

Mr., WHERRY. That is correct—5
minutes only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

The Senator from New York has 13
minutes remaining.

Mr. IVES. Mr, President, I yield 3
minutes to the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. LEEMAN],

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from New York is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, al-
though this amendment, of which I am
very glad to be one of the cosponsors,
does not go so far as I would like to
have it to go or so far as I have pro=-
posed in the amendment I submitted the
other day, which amendment now lies
at the desk, nevertheless I wholeheart-
edly support the amendment in its pres-
ent form.

It seems to me that it does two things,
both of which are in the interest of the
unity and the security of our country
and of the other freedom-loving coun-
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tries of the weorld. In the first place,
the amendment approves the present
policy of the Government of the United
States in assigning American forces to
implement article 3 of the North Atlan-
tic Pact. Furthermore, the amendment
approves the present plans of the Presi-
dent and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
send four additional divisions of ground
troops to Western Europe.

Therefore, any reasonable additions to
the plans that are now approved would
not require either the scrutiny of the
committees or the approval of the Sen-

ate.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have
only 3 minutes allotted to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York declines to yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. But, Mr. President, it
is perfectly evident that if a change in
policy should be proposed, these com-
mittees would scrutinize it; and if they
found that a change in policy was about
to take place, it would be their duty—
and a mandate to that effect is pro-
vided in the amendment—to report to
the entire Senate for such Senate action
as may be recommended or decided
upon,

So it seems to me that by means of
the amendment we safeguard the imple-
mentation of a policy already approved,
and we protect the Senate in its rights
in considering any changes which may
be proposed in the policy.

The distinguished Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] suggested a desire to main-
tain secrecy in connection with the re-
lations between the Executive and the
Congress of the United States. I am
quite certain that is not the purpose;
but I may say that I believe a little se=
crecy with regard to our plans would do
us no harm. I have been amazed and
shocked at the disclosure of plans which
has occurred here on the floor of the
Senate—a disclosure of plans which can-
not help but be of service to the forces
of aggression from which we are seek-
ing to protect ourselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GEORGE]. 3

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall
not be able to yield for questions, be-
cause I have not previously spoken re-
garding this matter except by way of in-
terruption. Of course, in the short pe-
riod of time allotted to me I shall not be
able to discuss the question fully.

However, let me say that it seems to
me that this entire matter presents no
really difficult problem if it is looked at
In the proper way.

The question now before us is, How and
by whom is the North Atlantic Pact to
be implemented? That is the sole real
question.

The question is not whether the Presi-
dent of the United States may send ad-
ditional forces—ground forces or air
forces or sea forces—to support the oc-
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cupying army in Western Germany.
The question is not whether the Presi-
dent of the United States, as Commander
in Chief of the Army, when an army has
been created by the Congress, may de-
ploy, move, or control that army as he
wishes short of declaring war. That is
an altogether different question.

However, in the case of the North At-
lantic Pact, we undertook to write a
treaty which was not self-executing; but,
according to the doctrine of the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManox], if the Senate ratifies a treaty
which is not self-executing, the President
of the United States can take it into his
own hands and execute it.

Mr. President, what is the North At-
lantic Pact? What did we do by ratify-
ing it? We began the consideration of
the North Atlantic Pact with a statement
in its preamble that the treaty would
have to be implemented by due consti-
tutional processes. I raised the objec-
tion that the preamble was not an essen-
tial and vital part of the treaty itself;
that it was much like the title at the
head of a chapter, and I insisted that we
write it into the treaty itself. We first
wrote it into article 5 of the treaty, spe-
cifically saying that the Congress itself
. should have the right to implement it;
that is, to determine what contribution
we would make, how we would make it,
and when we would make it. Then in
article 11 of the treaty it was provided
that the treaty itself, and all articles of
the treaty, must be executed by consti-
tutional process.

Now, what have we? We have no
question of the broad power of the Presi-
dent of the United States as Commander
in Chief of an army created by the Con-
gress. We have no question of the right
and power of the President to support
adequately the army of occupation in
Western Germany. We have but the
single question, namely, How are we to
construe a treaty which we, in commit-
tee, tried to say was not self-executing?

The amendment now proposed by the
distinguished Senator from New York
makes it completely self-executing, ex-
cept when some new policy is to be
brought into the picture, and then, by
the grace of the two committees, the
Senate or the Congress may have some
right to determine that question.

The report of the Committee on For-
eien Relations on the North Atlantic
Treaty was most carefully prepared. It
was submitted by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLryl, the
chairman of the committee, but it was
prepared by several members of the com-
mittee, who worked on it day after day,
trying to express exactly what we meant,
and who tried to say that the Congress
had power to implement this extraordi-
nary treaty, by which we were pledging
ourselves to go to war against any ag-
gressor in any part of Western Europe,
a pledge which of itself represented a
complete departure from all the prior
policies of this Government. Upon the
report, which was submitted conecur-

rently with the report of the treaty itself,

the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpENBERG], the distinguished
Senator from Texas [Mr, CONNALLYJ,
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mys-1f, and other Senators, with the aid
and assistance of State Department ad-
visers, Mr. President, if you please,
worked. At page 8 of the report it is
stated:

The treaty expressly provides that all of its
provisions must be carried out in accordance
with the respective constitutional processes
of the parties.

It says “all.” Could language be more
conclusive? Why are Senators fearful?
Why are Senators timorous in asserting
the right of the American Congress to
say what we shall do in Europe about
the implementation of the treaty? From
page 10 of the report I read further:

A realistic assessment of the defensive ca-
pacity necessary to resist armed attack will
be a function of the organigation to be es-
tablished under article 9. On the basis of
this assessment each party would determine
for itself what it could most effectively con-
tribute in the form of facilities, military
equipment, productive capacity, manpower,
etc. This decision would be taken in the
light of the resources and geographical loca-
tion of the individual state and with due
regard for its economic stability.

I read from page 13 of the report:

The specific commitment undertaken by
each party in article 5 is that in the event
¢ an armed attack in the North Atlantic
area it will “assist the party or parties so
cttacked by taking forthwith, individually
and in concert with the other parties, such
action as it deems necessary, including the
use of armed force, to restore and maintain
the security of the North Atlantic area.”

" Again, from page 13 of the report, I
read:

In this connection, the committee calls
particular attention to the phrase “such ac-
tion as it deems necessary.” These words
were included in article 5 to make absolutely
clear that each party remains free to exer-
cise its honest judgment in deciding-upon
the measures it will take to help restore and
maintain the security of the North Atlantie
area. The freedom of decision as to what
action each party shall take in no way re-
duces the importance of the commitment
undertaken. Action short of the use of armed
force might suffice, or total war with all our
resources might be necessary. Obviously arti-
cle 5 carries with it an important and far-
reaching commitment for the United States;
what we may do to carry out that commit-
ment, however, will depend upon our own
independent decision in each particular in-
stance reached in accordance with our own
constitutional processes.

I refer now to page 14 of the report,
and if Senators would stick close to the
text, they would not be apt to go wrong:

The decision as to what action was neces-
sary, e~ . the action itself, would of course
have to be taken in accordance with estab-
lished constitutional procedures as the treaty
in article 11 expressly requires.

Mr. President, I do not read more from
the report of the committee, except to
call attention to this statement regard-
ing article 9, which provides for the or-
ganization, under the treaty, of the
Council of Defense. The report states:

The Council shall set up such subsidiary
bodies as may be necessary; in particular it
s-all establish immediately a defense com=-
mittee which shall recommend measures for
the implementation of articles 8 and 6.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator’s time has expired.

The
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I there-
fore conclude by saying that the amend-
ment now offered is one which would fix
the permanent policy of this Nation to
send troops to Europe, until a majority
of two committees sitting jointly in the
House, or in the Senate, should say, “Lo
and behold, you are now proposing some-
thing which is entirely new.”

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GILLETTE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the pending amendment is one of
the most astounding amendments I have
ever seen presented in the Senate. The
committees are agents of the United
States Senate. We receive matters and
refer them to committees and ask for a
report. But what is contemplated in this
proposal? First, an expression of opin-
ion on the part of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, as provided in paragraphs 4 and 5,
that, in their opinion, our associates in
the North Atlantic Treaty are giving
full and realistic force to their respon-
sibilities; second, that in the opinion of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff it is necessary
for us to strengthen the security of the
United States by sending troops abroad.
They file that report, as a matter of opin-
ion, with the Secretary of Defense, the
President of the United States, and with
the appropriate committees of the two
Houses in order to keep them informed.

The pending amendment proposes that
a majority on either side of these com-
mittees, on their own initiative, and as
agents of the Senate, shall report that
they disagree with the opinions which
have been filed by those who are charged
with filing opinions.

Will someone tell me how in the world
a majority of the Armed Services Com=-
mittee or of the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee of the House can make a report to the
Senate as to their opinion? That is what
is contemplated here. How do they re-
port? They report, in their own way,
that the matter in disagreement should
be submitted to the appropriate Senate
and House committees, reporting it to
us for consideration and approval, as the
language is now drafted, in such man-
ner as they see fit. It is an expression of
opinion on their part, disagreeing with
an opinion which the executive branch
is charged with making. We are placed
in the unhappy position of seeing agents
of the United States Congress, acting for
us, assuming the initiative.

Let me say, in closing, that if there is
any way which anyone can disclose to me
by which committees of the United
States Senate can report to the House, or
how a committee of the House, or a ma-
jority of a committee, in this case, can
report to the Senate and recommend ap-
proval of some action, I should like to
know how it can be done. It is some-
thing new in the legislative process.

Mr. GREEN, Mr. President, I wish to
take a minute to explain my own posi-
tion.

For 2 weeks the two committees sit-
ting jointly held hearings. In addition,
they held seven executive sessions, some
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of which were long-drawn-out, at which
we endeavored to reach an agreement,
All the different points of view which
have been expressed during the debate
were expressed in the committee meet-
ings. We finally made a unanimous re-

port on the part of the two committees. "

I do not feel that I am at liberty to agree
to any amendment which would change
the agreement which was reached at
those meetings. I think it would be un-
just to one side or the other.

I yield the remainder of my time fo
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon has 2 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I asso-
ciated myself with the Senator from
Georgia on the constitutional argument
he made in committee, and I again asso-
ciate myself with him in his argument
just made on the floor. I also associate
myself with the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TarT] on this issue. It seems to me that
the arguments of the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEorGE] and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. TaFr] on the pending
amendment are unanswerable.

There are two points which I want to
emphasize in the brief time at my dis-
posal. I am satisfied that when we rati-
fied the North Atlantic Pact we wrote
clearly by implication, and, I think, by
language, also, a congressional check
upon the implementation of article 3 of
that pact.

We did not have to do it, Mr. Presi-
dent, but we did it, as the Senator from
Georgia has stated. We cannot erase
that language from the pact, from the
committee report, or from the record
made in debate on the floor of the Sen-
ate. It is that language which reserved
to the Senate the power and intention
to implement the pact.

Therefore, Mr. President, I want fo
say that we have to keep this issue of
implementing article 3 of the pact sep-
arate and distinet from the much
broader constitutional issue of what the
inherent powers of the President may be.
That question is not involved in this is-
sue of the necessity of obtaining con-
gressional approval of specific plans for
implementing the pact. What is in-
volved is what Congress reserved to it-
self when it debated the North Atlantic
Pact. I think it is clear that it reserved
the power to pass upon all proposals for
the implementation of article 3 of the
pact.

Second, Mr. President, I am opposed
to the pending amendment, after giving
it thorough and careful study, because
in effect, if not in spirit and intent, it
amounts, in fact, to a deleration of the
legislative power of the Senate to two
committees of the Senate. With that
delegation of legislative authority I am
in complete disagreement. -

It is true as proponents of the amend-
ment have argued that any Member of
the Senate has the right to bring to the
floor of the Senate a resolution and have
it considered if he does not like what
is going on in the Armed Services Com-
mittee or the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in respect to implementing the
North Atlantic Pact. In my judgment,
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it evades the issue which is before us,
which is the question of whether the
business of the Senate is to be directed
to the full Senate, in the first instance,
and then sent to a committee, with a
subsequent report from the committee to
the floor of the Senate. I look upon this
amendment as having a tendency to get
around the well-established legislative
policy of sending matters to a commit-
tee for action, with the expectation of
a report to the Senate upon which re-
port the entire Senate will take final
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. IVES. Mr., President, I yield
what time I have left to the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobpgel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 8 minutes.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, this
amendment will have the net result of
greatly tightening the grip of Congress
on the guestion of future assignment of
troops abroad under article III of the
North Atlantic Pact. As has been so
well said, the language of paragraph 6
of the pending resolution is so extremely
ambiguous that it is an invitation to
any executive to interpret the ambiguity
precisely to suit his own plans at the
moment. Being so ambiguous, the lan-
guage of paragraph 6 could never com-
mand the public respect which would
subject a President to censure because

he did interpret it in his own way.

When language is as ambiguous as is
this language, no President and no Sen-
ator has any choice bui to interpret it
as he sees fit.

The proposed amendment, on the
other hand, sets forth in simple, non-
technical English precisely what I be-
lieve American public opinion rightly
wants. In my judgment, American pub-
lic opinion does not want Congress
meddling with the day-to-day details of
strategy and tactics, because we clearly
have neither the time nor the training
nor the necessary secrecy and speed to
act as a general staff section which is
determining troop movements.

American public opinion does want
Congress to take part in any new long-
range policy, because that is a matter
on which Congress is qualified to pass,
which involves many nonmilitary factors
clearly within the competence of Con-
gress, and in which speed an- secrecy are
not vital factors.

Let me illustrate with an example.
There is at the present time virtually
unanimous agreement, strategically
speaking that the United States is es-
sentially a sea and air power, and, like
the other great sea powers in the past,
it is sometimes advantageous for the
United States to make a limited land
effort under specifically favorable condi-
tions, notably when the making of this
limited land effort will result in other
countries making a far larger land effort.

That is one example of a policy. If
that policy were to be changed, for ex-
ample, to one in which we would try
to make our major effort by means of
our land army instead of by air or by
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sea, giving up any .dea of having allies
to bear the load of combat with us, that
would be a new long-range policy, and,
under the terms of this amendment, it
would come squarely before these com-
mitees of Congress for whatever action
they saw fit to take. Of course, these
committees are subject to a vote to dis-
charge.

Mr. President, that is the plain Eng-
lish of the situation, and that is what
I believe America wants us to do. We
tighten the grip of Congress because we
assign a function to Congress which is
squarely within the competence of Con-
gress. We do not impose a restriction
on the President which is ruinous or
confusing and which public opinion
would not support.

Sending troops abroad, Mr, President,
is only one of the many different
methods any President could use to get
us into a war. He can do it by the use of
the atomic bomb, by the use of Navy; he
could do it by the way he conducted
diplomacy, or he could do it by sending
troops to areas wholly outside the At-
lantic Pact. .

All we are dealing with here is the
sending of troops under article 3, and
I believe that paragraphs 4 und 5 provide
as complete a congressional watch over
that situation as can be provided. This
watch by Congress will result in our
having constant and accurate informa-
tion, and will enable us to use our appro-
priating power, which is complete, final,
and unchallenged, with an utterly
smashing effect, should it be the desire
of Congress to do so.

Mr. President, there has also been a
good deal of talk about the word “com-
mitment.” I presume that word is not
used in a military sense, that troops are
“committed” for a battle which may last
for a matter of hours, or, at the most,
for a few days, and are then reassembled
and regrouped after the fighting is over.
Presumably, the word is used in the
sense of a promise or a contract.

Frankly, I cannot understand this
concept at all. It is inconceivable to me
that troops which are sent to the in-
ternational army are any more legally
committed than are troops which we
may send anywhere else, .

General Eisenhower, in his book, Cru-
sade in Europe, said:

No written agreement for the establish-
ment of an allied command can hold up
against nationalistic considerations should
any of the contracting parties face disaster
through support of the supreme command-
er's decislons. Every commander in the fleld
possesses direct disciplinary power over all
subordinates of his own nationality and of
his own service; any disobedience or other
oftense is punishable by such measures as
the commander believes appropriate, includ-
ing the court martial of the offender. But
such authority cannot be given by any coun-
try to an individual of another nation. Only
trust and confidence can establish the au-
thority of an allied commander in chief so
firmly that he need never fear the absence
of this legal power.

These are the words of General
Eisenhower,

_ I have the utmost respect for the great
legal ability of many Members of this
body who have been voicing concern,
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and I share their concern, that we keep
constantly within both the letter and
the spirit of the Constitution. We can
keep within the Constitution and still
act in the light of the dangers and
threats in the world situation. I have
never thought that the Constitution was
to be applied in an artificial or unreal-
istic manner in view of the challenge
which now confronts America. I agree
that we should be jealous to guard the
powers of Congress. It does not seem to
me, however, that the only way we can
have a strong Congress is by having a
weak President. George Washington was
a8 strong President. Andrew Jackson
was a strong President. Abraham Lin-
coln was a strong President. Theodore
Roosevelt was a strong President. I
think people look back on them with a
good deal more enthusiasm than they
do to a President like Buchanan, for ex-
ample. We want our President, who-
ever he may be, to be as great as he is
capable of being, We can have a great
Congress and at the same time have a
great President. It is possible to have
a powerful President and at the same
time have a powerful Congress. The ex-
istence of one does not exclude the other,
The notion that the two cannot exist at
the same time is erroneous.

We do not face the challenge of de-
ciding what is legal. We face the chal-
lenge of deciding what is wise and what
is right. We face the task of providing
methods to make the great powers of
Congress effective in meeting this new
issue. We are mot surrendering any
powers. We are enhancing and
strengthening the powers we already
have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Massachusetts
has expired. All time for debate on the
amendment has expired. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New York [Mr,
Ives] for himself and other Senators.

Several Senators requested the yeas
and nays, and they were ord 2

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll, and Mr. Amen voted in the
affirmative when his name was called.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LEHMAN. May a quorum call be
had at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum call is not now in order because a
Senator voted when his name was called,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senate is now
proceeding to vote on the amendment,
is it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The Senate is pro-
ceeding to vote on the question of agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives] on
behalf of himself and other Senators.

The legislative clerk resumed and con-
cluded the call of the roll.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business,

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CArraN] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business,

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KErLLar] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macnuson] would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce
that the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The result was announced—yeas 35,
nays 57, as follows:

YEAS—35
Alken Hil McMahon
Anderson Humphrey Monroney
Bennett Hunt Murray
Benton Ives Pastore
Clements Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Douglas Eefauver Smathers
Duff Kerr Smith, Maine
Flanders Kilgore Spar
Fulbright Lehman Thye
Hayden Lodge Tobey
Hendrickson Long Underwood
Hennings McFarland

NAYS—5T
Brewster Frear Morse
Bricker George Mundt
Bridges Gillette Neely
Butler, Md. Green Nixon
Butler, Nebr. Hickenlooper O'Conor
Byrd Hoey O'Mahoney
Cain Holland Robertson
Capehart Jenner Russell
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel
Case Johnston, 8. C. Smith, N. J.
Chavez Eem Smith, N. C.
Connally Enowland Stennis
Cordon Langer Taft
Dirksen MceCarthy Watkins
Dworshak McClellan Welker
Eastland Malone
Ecton Martin Wiley
Ellender Maybank Williams
Ferguson Millikin Young

NOT VOTING—4

McCarran Magnuson Vandenberg
McEellar ”

So the amendment offered by Mr, IVEs
on behalf of himself and other Senators
was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is open to further amendment,

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move re-
consideration of the vote by which the
MecClellan amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Dakota moves that the vote
by which the so-called McClellan amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. McMAHON. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

rg[r. MORSE. Mr, President, a point of
order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. McMAHON, Is that motion de=
batable?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes; under
the limitation of 30 minutes to a side.

Mr, McMAHON. Does the limitation
of time under the unanimous-consent
agreement apply to the motion to recon-
sider?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It applies to
motions as well as to amendments.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Iraise the question as to
whether or not my good friend from
South Dakota is in a fbsition to move to
reconsider, and -ask for a ruling as to
how he voted on the first roll call.

The VICE PRESIDENT. He voted in
the affirmative.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Just a mo-
ment. The Senator from South Dakota
is not eligible to make the motion, he
having voted in the affirmative.

The clerk is confused about it. The
Chair is now informed that the Senator
from South Dakota voted in the negative.
gherefore he is eligible to make the mo-

on.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Case] to reconsider the vote
by which the so-called McClellan amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
may the amendment be stated?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 5, at the
end of line 2, it is proposed to change
the semicolon to a comma, and imme-
diately thereafter to insert the following:

But it is the sense of the Senate that no
ground troops in addition to such four divi-
slons should be sent to Western Europe in
implementation of article 3 of the North
Atlantic Treaty without further congres-
sional approval.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
vqgl call the roll on the motion to recon-
sider.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KEerrar] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] is
paired on this vote with the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Wash-
ington would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Nevada would vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] would
vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Iannounce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Van-
DENBERG] is absent by leave of the Senate,

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—40
Bennett Cain Dworshak
Brewster Capehart Ecton
Bricker Carlson Ferguson
Bridges Case Frear
Butler, Md. Chaveg George
Butler, Nebr. Cordon Hendrickson
Byrd Dirksen Hickenlooper
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Holland Martin Taft
Jenner Millikin Thye
Johnson, Colo, Morse Watkins
Johnston, 8. C, Mundt Welker
EKem Nixon Wherry
Enowland O'Conor Wiley
Langer Robertson Willlams
McCarthy Schoeppel Young
McClellan Smith, Maine
Malone Smith, N, C.
NAYS—43

Aiken Hill Monroney
Anderson Hoey Murray
Benton Humphrey Neely
Clements Hunt O’'Mahoney
Connally Ives Pastore
Douglas Johnson, Tex., Russell
Duft Eefauver Baltonstall
Eastland Kerr Bmathers
Ellender Kilgore Smith, N. J.
Flanders Lehman Sparkman
Fulbright Lodge Stennis
Gillette Long Tobey
Green McFarland Underwood
Hayden McMahon
Hennings Maybank

NOT VOTING—4
MecCarran Magnuson Vandenberg
McEellar .

So Mr. CAsSE’s motion o reconsider was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
lettered “B,” offered by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], as modified.

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Washington [Mr.
MaceNuson] is absent by leave of the
Senate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KEerLLaAr] is absent because of illness. "

I announce further that the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] is
paired on this vote with the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCArRRAN], If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Wash-
ington would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Nevada would vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. McEKELLArR] would
vote “nay.”

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—49
Bennett Frear Mundt
Brewster George Nixon
Bricker Hendrickson  O'Conor
Bridges Hickenlooper Robertson
Butler, Md. Holland Schoeppel
Jenner Smith, Maine

Butler, Nebr,
Byrd Johnson, Colo, Smith, N. C,

Cain Johnston, 8. C. Taft
Capehart Eem Thye
Carlson Enowland Watkins
Case Langer Welker
Chavez MecCarthy Wherry
Cordon MecClellan Wiley
Dirksen Malone ‘Williams
Dworshak Martin Young
Ecton Millikin
Ferguson Morse

NAYS—43
Alken Eastland Hennings
Anderson Ellender Hill
Benton Flanders Hoey
Clements Fulbright Humphrey
Connally Gillette Hunt
Douglas Green Ives
Duff Hayden Johnson, Tex.
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Eefauver Maybank Smathers
Eerr Monroney Smith, N. J.
Kilgore Murray Sparkman
Lehman Neely Stennis
Lodge O'Mahoney Tobey
Long Pastore Underwood
McFarland Russell
McMahon Saltonstall

NOT VOTING—4
McCarran Magnuson Vandenberg
McKellar

So Mr. McCrLELLAN's amendment, as
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I now
move that the Senate reconsider its vote
whereby the amendment of the Senator
from Arkansas was agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, I make
the point of order that the vote of the
Senate on the amendment has been re-
considered on one ocecasion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The previ-
ous motion was that the Senate recon-
sider the vote by which the amendment
was rejected. That motion was agreed
to.

The motion now before the Senate is
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was adopted.
That motion is in order.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Arkansas to
lay on the table the motion to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there
further amendments to be proposed?

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment which is identified as
“3-28-51—C."

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. It is proposed to
strike out all of paragraph 6 and in lien
thereof to insert the following:

6. The Senate hereby approves the policy
of assigning American forces, including
ground troops, to Western Europe when such
assignment is in implementation of article
8 of the North Atlantic Treaty and hereby
approves the present plans of the President
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four
additional divisions of ground froops to
Western Europe; to promote and advance this
policy it is the sense of the Senate that there
should be, in the interests of national unity
and understanding, the fullest collaboration
between the Congress and the President.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I feel
the action taken by the Senate in the
last few minutes in adopting, upon recon-
sideration, the amendment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas is
dangerous and that it will tie the hands
not, only of the Executive but also of our
responsible military authorities. I be-
lieve that to compel the President to ob-
tain the approval of the Senate or of
the Congress of any action he may deem
wise in support of the security of the
United States, regardless of its impor-
tance, regardless of whether it is or is not
in conformity with a policy which al-
ready has been adopted by way of rati-
fication of a treaty by the Senate, will
not only cause embarrassment, but may
very possibly affect the security of the
Nation.

Already we have approved the sending
of four divisions to Western Europe, but
the amendment just adopted as an
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amendment to paragraph 6 of Senate
Resolution 99, would, as I understand it,
require the President to submit to the
Senate or the Congress, depending on the
form of the resolution used, any plan
for any additions to our Armed Forces or
for any change in the policies, no matter
how unimportant or small it might be.

I think there can be no serious doubt
in the minds of any Members of the Sen-
ate that the President has the right to
deploy troops—eground troops as well as
air forces and the Navy. I cannot see
that there can possibly be any difference
between the authority which the Presi-
dent of the United States has to deploy
ground troops and the authority which
resides in the President to deploy our
Navy or our Air Forces; yet the amend-
ment, which was adopted by the Senate
a few moments ago, unfortunately, in my
opinion, would not only make that dis-
tinction, but would completely tie the
hands of the President and the military
forces.

Much has been said on the floor of
the Senate to the effect that the Presi-
dent is usurping authority, that he
claims the right on his own initiative
to deploy ground troops. That is not
the fact. Of course, the resolution as
it now stands, in paragraphs 3 and 4—
neither one of which has been amended,
and to neither of which has an amend-
ment been offered—requires the Presi-
dent to consult the military authorities
and the Secretary of Defense, as well as
appropriate committees of the Senate
and House; in the Senate, the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations; in the House,
the Committee on Foreign Affairs; and,
in each House, the Committee on Armed
Services. I wish to read those two para-
graphs, because the reading will show
that the President is required, if he fol-
lows the sense of the resolution, to make
certain consultations, and, by paragraph
4 to exact certification by the appro-
priate authorities, before he can send
any additional troops to Western Europe.
Paragraph 3 reads:

3. It is the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United States as Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces, before
taking action to send units of ground troops

to Europe under article 3 of the North At-
lantic Treaty, should consult—

First, the Secretary of Defense; sec-
ond, the Joint Chiefs of Staff; third, the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate; fourth, the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives; fifth, the Armed Services Com-
mittees of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives; and, sixth, that he should
likewise consult the Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe.

Paragraph 4 reads:

4, It is the sense of the Senate that before
sending units of ground troops to Europe
under article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall certify to the
Secretary of Defense that in their opinion
the parties to the North Atlantic Treaty are
giving, and have agreed to give full, realistic
force and effect to the requirement of article
3 of said treaty that “by means of continu-
ous and effective self-help and mutual aid”
they will “maintain and develop their in-
dividual and collective capacity to resist
armed attack," specifically insofar as the cre-
ation of combat units is concerned.
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My amendment in no way affects para-
graphs 3, 4, and 5 of the resolution, All
it does is to express approval by the
Senate of “the policy of assigning Ameri-
can forces, including ground troops, to
Western Europe when such assignment is
in implementation of article 3 of the
North Atlantic Treaty,” and it “approves
the present plans of the President and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four ad-
ditional divisions of ground troops to
Western Europe.” It further provides
that “to promote and advance this pol-
icy,” which I have just recited, “it is
the sense of the Senate that there should
be, in the interests of national unity and
understanding, the fullest collaboration
between the Congress and the President.”

I believe in close collaboration, and I
am unable to conceive that, circum-
stances permitting, the President will
fail to consult with the Congress when-
ever it is possible, or to demonstrate
the closest possible collaboration, I also
believe it is proper, as recited in para-
graphs 3 and 4 of the resolution, that the
President consult with the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Supreme Commander of the interna-
tional forces abroad. I furthermore be-
lieve that there should be a certification
of the things which we seek to accom-
plish.

Certainly all those requirements assure
us that the President will have the ad-
vantage of the closest cooperation, and
of the mos? intimate collaboration. Heis
not acting by himself, or on his own au-
thority; he is aeting in consultation with
the appropriate military and civil au-
thorities of the Nation.

To me it is entirely inconceivable that
the President will not, circumstances
permitting, collaborate with the Con-
gress of the United States. He has dem-
onstrated his willingness, his eagerness,
to do so. I have not the remotest doubt,
and I believe that no right-thinking per-
son could have any doubt, that the Presi-
dent will continue to collaborate. But
what is now the sense of the Senate, as
shown by paragraph 6 of the resolution,
is that the President must come to the
Congress for approval of any changes or
additions, regardless of their importance
or size, which may take place in our
steps to implement section 3 of the North
Atlantic Paet. I am simply unable to see
the wisdom of or justification for seeking
to tie the hands of the President in that
manner,

It has been said on the floor of the
Senate time and again that the Presi-
dent has the right to act. Why put him
in a position of being embarrassed if,
because of the weight and urgency of the
circumstances, he does not come to the
Senate or to the Congress of the United
States for approval? He is going to do
it when the circumstances permit: I
think no one can doubt that. But do not
force him to do it when it is going to
lead to embarrassment and to a weak-
ening of our position abroad.

I believe that the action which has

_been taken on the floor of the Senate
within the past half hour will materially
weaken our position and our relations
with our allies. We must depend upon
our friends abroad. We cannot afiord to
Jeopard.ze the support we shall receive
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and which we can give in Western Eu-
rope.

I do not think any man believes we
can malke ourselves secure by building a
fortress on this hemisphere and cutting
ourselves off from the assistance of the
great Western European powers who,
like ourselves, are doing everything
within their power to assure their own
safety and to bring lasting peace and the
survival of freedom in the world.

We today heard the President of
France speak of the sentiments which
actuate France, of the sacrifices they
have made, of the manner in which
they have been enabled to rebuild their
economy and their spirit. I can tell you,
Mr. President—and I give this warning
with all solemnity—what we have done
today is going to be a cause of discour-
agement among our allies and friends
abroad, the dissipation of which will re-
quire many, many divisions and billions
upon billions of dollars.

Mr, President, I appeal to my fellow
Senators not to underestimate the help
we can get from our allies in Western
Europe. Do not underestimate the dam-
age that will come to all the freedom-
loving peoples of the world if we do not
undertake our share of responsibility in
helping the Western European nations
to maintain their integrity and their
safety.

Mr. President, the situation is a dan-
gerous one. Without our leadership,
without our help, and our encourage-
ment, we are not going to get the full
measure of support which our allies in
the Western European couniries desire
to give us. We are withdrawing from
them the leadership, the encouragement,
and the help which they need.

So this amendment of mine is a simple
one. All it would do would be to relieve
the President of the implied necessity of
coming to the Congress of the United
States or to the Senate of the United
States for approval of anything he might
wish to do in support of our security and
in support of the common security of the
freedom-loving countries of the world.

I appeal to the Senate to adopt this
amendment, which will, of course, take
the place of the amendment which has
been offered under the sponsorship of the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas.
My amendment will help our security
and will give aid, comfort, and added
strength to the freedom-loving nations
of the world.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Texas wish to yield any
further time?

Mr, CONNALLY. I have no request
for time, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from New York,

Mr. DOUGLAS and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. For what
purpose does the Senator rise?

Mr. CONNALLY. I made an incor-
rect statement. I said I had no requests
ﬁ); time. I find I have a request for

e.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The roll call
has started.

Mr. CONNALLY. I ask unanimous
consent that the ealling of the roll be
discontinued in order that I may yield
2 minutes to the Senafor from South
Dakota.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, that may be done.

Mr, I’ EHMAN. Mr. President, a par-~
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. LEHMAN. Does that cancel the
request for the yeas and nays?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It does not.

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
New York impel me to suggest that the
Senate, in reconsidering its action, act-
ed under the argument advanced by the
distinguished Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Georcel, when he invited attention
to the fact that the first sentence of ar-
ticle 11 of the North Atlantic Treaty
reads as follows:

This Treaty shall be ratified and its pro-
visions carried out by the parties in accord-
ance with thelr respective constitutional
processes.

The report of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, which was submitted to
the Senate on June 6, 1949, said, under
that heading:

The committee and the Senate, in Senate
Resolution 239, attached great importance
to assuring that any such agreement as the
pact would not only be ratified in accord-
ance with the respective constitutional proc-
esses of the slgnatory nations, but also that
all its provisions would be carried out un-
der the same constitutional safeguards. Con=-
stitutional processes for giving effect to the
will of the people are the very essence of
democracy and it is only through wide popu-
lar support that the treaty can be given the
strength and vitality necessary to assure its
success.

The committee wishes to emphasize the
fact that the protective clause in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional
processes was placed in article 11 in order
to leave no doubt that it applies not only
to article 5, for example, but to every pro=-
vision in the treaty. The safeguard is thus
all-inclusive.

I may say, Mr. President, that too
many times the Congress has been con-
fronted with conditions under which we
are asked to be an accessory afiter the
fact. It is time, in my judgment, for us
to help make policy and not simply to
endorse something already done, or a
position already taken.

M:ny Senators will recall the argu-
ments that were used in connection with
the agreement for aid to Turkey and
Greece when it was negotiated. We were
told we had to do it to keep faith and
I voted for aid to Greece and Turkey on
the plea that if such aid were not given
we would be pulling the rug out from
under the Secretary of State. But I
wrote the President and suggested next
time Congress should have a chance to
sit in on the making of the agreement.

And then when the House Committee
on Foreign Aid was sent to Europe, pre-
sumably to get first-hand information
on Europe’s .eeds and to get data for
forming the details of a program to im-
plement the Marshall plan we saw
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posters in Europe which treated of the
Marshall plan as an accomplished fact.
Here, again, we are confronted by an
announcement that the President has
made a decision and Congress is asked
and expected to be an approving agen-
cy after the fact.

Mr, President, the American people

~ have a right to demand that Congress
share in the making of these programs
and these commitments,

Does anyone contend that the people
in the Pentagon have the responsibility
for cdetermining what kind of a defense
establishment this ccuntry can afford?
No, that is our responsibility and it is
our responsibility to determine, as a mat-
ter of policy, whether our major contri-
bution to implementing the North At-
lantic Treaty shall be by inilitary sup-
plies, by air forces, by mnaval contin-
gents, by ground troops—or in what
proportion to the contributions of other
treaty nations.

I voted for the military aid bill after
the Senate in the last Congress ratified
the treaty. I thought munitions and
equipment were a proper way for us to
make a contribution, keeping in mind the
kind of aid we could give most effectively.
But manpower, Mr. President—that pre=
sents another question.

Is our best aid given in ground troops?
Or in equipment? In ground troops or
in airplanes and crews to fly them?

Where do we give most real help for
the money spent?

Our resources in manpower are not
inexhaustible. We have commitments
in Korea that we cannot abandon.
Sometimes, I wonder if the boys in Korea
think commentators in America have
forgotten them.

Qur resources in manpower do not
begin to compare with the total of the
nations in Europe who can and should
contribute most heavily to the interna-
tional army stationed there. As for
morale, we already have a very sizable
number of men in Germany.

It is my opinion that we can now make
our most effective contribution to se-
curity in the North Atlantic area by
putting our efforts into planes, muni-
tions, and troop equipment.

Moreover, there is the question of
where we should deploy our manpower
with the war still going on in Korea.

These are the reasons why we are
warranted this afternoon in determining
a policy on these matters,

So, when it was suggested by Senators
in the debate on the Ives amendment
that we should hereafter abandon con-
gressional action, in violation of the ex-
press provisions of the treaty and the
Senate report thereon, as the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEoRrGE] pointed out,
I thought we should reconsider and fix a,
policy on the ratio of troops we will
provide.

Just as we might say Congress would
want to be considered before an atomic
bomb were turned over to an interna-
tional army——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. CASE. May I have one additional
minute?
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Mr. CONNALLY. Iyield another min-
ute to the Senator,

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, just as we
might say that atomic bombs are not to
be turned over to the international army
or that Congress believes our major con-
tribution should be in terms of an air
force, so we have chosen to express a
policy on the ratio of troops. If the ratio
is to be changed from time to time as
some of the debate on the Ives amend-
ment seemed to indicate, then let the
change in policy be considered by con-
stitutional processes as the treaty itself
contemplated and not by a few com-
mittees. That is what we have said, as
I see it.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, may I
ask how much time I have remaining?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has 14 minutes.

Mr, CONNALLY., Mr. President, I
claim the floor. I should like to yield
time to the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Ishould like to ask
what the allocation of time is for those
Senators who are the proponents of the
amendment of the Senator from New
York and those who might desire to
speak in opposition. If the debate is
opened up again, it seems to me we
should be entitled to know how much
time there is on each side.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York offered the amendment,
and he has 14 minutes left which he may
dispose of as he sees fit.

The Senator from Texas has 26 min-
utes which he may dispose of in the same
way. No other Senator will be per-
mitted to have time unless it is yielded to
him by the Senator from Texas or the
Senator from New York.

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask whether the
roll call was suspended?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes. By
unanimous consent it was canceled. The
roll will have to be called over again,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
suspension of the roll call was a rather
unorthodox procedure, but it gave a few
of us an opportunity to say a word in
commendation of our colleague, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York [Mr.
Lenaman]. I listened to the presentation
of his argument in connection with his
substitute for paragraph 6, and I think
the amendment testifies to the honor and
integrity .of his purpose. It is to the
point. It is not confusing. There would
be no semblance of any “double talk” in
it. It is specific. It states what I think
is pretty well understood and has been
understood in American history up until
a few moments ago, and that is that the
President of the United States, as the
chief executive, is supreme. That has
been a fact of American political history
since the birth of the Republic.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have only a few
moments. I should like fo continue with
my remarks.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Minnesota declines to yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Furthermore, Mr.
President, the amendment points out
what is a very practical fact in the in-
ternational situation, namely, that in
dealing with a totalitarian power, which
has the initiative and can act quickly, it
is of the utmost importance for the na-
tional security of our Republic and the
free world that the Supreme Allied
Commander and the President be per-
mitted to act with the same dispatch.

It is one thing to have legalistic argu-
ments about where the power rests. It
is another thing, Mr. President, to face
the facts of life. The facts of life today
are that Mr. Stalin, with his 175 divi-
sions, his Kremlin, and his military lead-
ership, can strike a deathblow at this
Republic while Congress is debating how
many troops we should send to Europe.
We are not back in the days of the
minuet and the court of Louis XIV. We
are living in the twentieth century. I
desire to say, Mr. President, that I think
by the adoption of the amendment of
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
LaN] we have damaged the defense of the
free world and of the United States of
America to a dangerous extent.

Mr. President, we are confronted with
a war of movement which could come
upon us with the force of an electrical
shock. It could destroy us. What are
we doing? We are still running around
fooling with the rules of the Senate,
wondering whether or not we would have
enough time to debate before the Presi-
dent sent more troops to Europe. I
would remind my colleagues that the
President is elected by all the people
of the United States. He serves all the
people. The office of the President of
the United States has a place in our
Constitution equal to that occupied by
Congress and by the judiciary. The
President of the United States, by tradi-
tion, by history, and under the Consti-
tution, must be the chief defender of
the Republic.

Now we have what I consider to be an
intrusion on that legal responsibility.
All I can say is that I do not believe
the courts would uphold such an intru-
sion. The Constitution is supreme. It
will be supreme over any amendment we
may adopt in the Senate which may cir-
cumscribe the power of the President.
We are not only concerned with the de-
bate on the floor of the Senate, Mr, Presi-
dent. We are concerned with life and
death. We are not talking about whether
or not, as the President of France said
this morning in his memorable address,
we are going to liberate a Europe which
has been destroyed, but whether or not
we will build the ramparts of freedom
so strong that no aggressor will dare to
attack.

Mr. President, the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas which was
agreed to says to the people of Europe,
“When you are dead, when your cities
are destroyed, when the four divisions
we have sent have been mangled, ruined,
and killed off, we will have another de-
bate to determine whether or not the
President can send some more troops.”
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I believe that the best way to operate
in this kind of world is to permit our
military commanders, our President, and
the people who are entrusted with the
defense of the Nation to ucze discretion-
ary power to defend the freedom of the
world wherever it may be in danger.

That is what the fight is all about.
That is what the debate is all about.
I never thought that I would become so
steamed up about the issue. I mnever
dreamed for a moment that the Senate
would reject the prudent advice and
councel of every military leader who
came before the two committees. I never
believed that the Senate would ignore
the advice of the commander in chief of
the allied army, General Eisenhower.
I never believed that the Senate would
ignore the advice of the great men in
this country of both political parties.
That is what we have done. The Senate
has decided, after we had had a little
more time, after some reconsideration,
and after a little more backstage ma-
neuvering, that we are not going to per-
mit the President to use the power which
is rightfully his.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield two additional
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Thomas Jefferson
once said:

I hold these truths to be self-evident.

In other words, some truths are self-
evident because they are a part of the
law of nature. One of the basic laws of
nature is that of survival. One of the
laws of nations is the obligation of the
sovereign head to protect the realm. I
submit that the Senate of the United
States ought not to fool around with the
laws of God, of nature, or of interna-
tional law, We had better live up to
those laws.

Mr. President, I appeal to this honor-
able body to support the clear-cut, the
honorable, the decisive amendment of
the Senator from New York. The
amendment says what is true.

Mr. President, an effort can be made
to tell the American pecple something
else, but the truth is that the President
has the right, the obligation, and the
solemn responsibility to defend the
United States. He has that responsibil-
ity as Commander in Chief, and he has it
without any limitation. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, I appeal to this honorable body to
join the Senator from New York in the
acceptance of his amendment. I appeal
to this body not to let down the 175,000,-
000 people in Western Europe, who are
waiting for the vote on the pending reso-
lution. All we are saying to them today
by what we have done thus far is, “We
think you are worth the four divisions
as of Monday, April 2, 1951.” Mr. Presi-
dent, the well-being, the life and safety
of humanity eannot be calculated on the
basis of any mathematical proportion
like four divisions. It is a matter that
can be judged and weighed only by
thinking in terms, not only of today,
but of posterity.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor's time has expired.
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I do
not know whether the distinguished
Senator from Texas wishes to allot time.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 6 minutes to the Senator from
California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from New York.
I merely state it as a personal obzerva-
tion that I believe had the administra-
tion come frankly to Congress with a bill
or joint resolution, as it did in the case
of the arms implementation proposal, it
is my judgment that such a resolution or
bill would have been pasced by a sub-
stantial margin. One of the reasons why
the administration finds itself in the
prezent difficulty is because it has not
been frank on this iscue. In the first
place, the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment indicated that it thought it
could proceed without consulting Con-
gress afb all, it then moved to a po:zition
in which it was willing to go along with
a Senate resolution. Every Member of
the Senate knows that a Scnate resolu-
tion has no force in law. It was for that
reason that the two committees came
forth with the concurrent resolution to
at least bring the House of Representa-
tives into the picture. I think the Sena-
tc.: from Georgia [Mr. Georeel very
clearly stated today the position and
deep feeling of many Senators on both
sides of the aisle, when he indicated that
there had been a definite commitment
made by the administration and that the
commitiee which had presented the
North Atlantic Pact to us itcelf was very
clear that the implementing would be
done by the Congress of the United
States.

A person might ask, is there any par-
ticular reason why the Congress of the
United States should have any doubt
about the action of the executive branch
of the Government? I do not know how
many Senators have had an opportunity
to read in this week's Saturday Evening
Post an article entitled “What's the
Matter With QOur Foreign Policy?” writ-
ten by a man who served as Undersec-
retary of Gtate in the Democratic ad-
ministration from 1937 until 1943. I
refer to Sumner Welles. I shall not read
the entire article now, but I do wish
to read a few paragraphs from it because
I think it deserves the study and atten-
tion of every Member of the Senate,
Democrat and Republican alike, as well
as of the American people.

I quote from page 2 of the article:

Surely the first, and in its consequences
one of the gravest, of these mistakes was our
withdrawal in May 1945, of the American
forces that had liberated a large part of
Czechoslovakia, and our failure to insure
unimpeded access to Berlin from the west.

One of those things led to the ulti-
mate taking over of Czechoslovakia by
the Communists, and the other led to
the blackmailing of the United States
and other western powers by the Soviet
Union in the blockade of Berlin. Per-
haps if there had been more discussion
on the floor of the United States Senate
those two almost fatal mistakes of the

3099

administration would not have been
made.

Further on, Mr. Welles says:

It is now an open secret that Prime Minis-
ter Churchill repeatedly requested President
Truman to agree to keep the American forczs
in Czechoslovakia and to keep the gates of
Berlin open to the West until a meeting be-
tween the President, Stalin, and himself had
taken place, and that his pleas met with an
adamant refusal,

Further in the same article Mr. Welles
says:

Perhaps the most far-reaching of the errors
perpetrated by this Government during those
fateful autumn months of 1845 was the “Mis-
sion to Moscow"” which Becretary of State
Byrnes felt impelled to undertake toward the
close of the year.

A little further on in his article Mr.
Welles has this to say:

But I am equally confident that, consid-
ering Moscow’s tactics in imposing Com-
munist governments on Poland and on other
E=stern European countries in the autumn
of 1945 and 1946, he would never have per-
mitted his representative in China to pave
the way for a repetition of such tactics in the
Far East by trying to force Chiang Kai-shek,
as General Marshall did, to bring representa-
tives of the Chinese Communist Party into
the Chinese Cabinet.

In this case he is speaking of the late
President Roosevelt. In other words, he
points out in this article that 3 months
after the Government of the United
States, as a matter of national policy,
was urging De Gasperi in Italy to throw
the Communists out of the Gevernment,
in the Far East we were urging the Gov-
ernment of China to take Communists
into their Government.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The time of
the Senator from California has expired.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me two more minutes?

Mr. CONNALLY., On China?

Mr, ENOWLAND. No; I wish to dis-
cuss the statement by the distinguished
former Under Secretary of State.

Mr. CONNALLY. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from California is recognized for two
additional minutes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Further in his ar-
ticle Mr. Welles has this to say:

It would be interesting to know how many
of those chiefly responsible for our far-east-
ern policy since 1945 are famillar with the
writings of Lenin or with the cardinal doc-
trines that he and Stalin lald down with
regard to the Far East. For these show that
one of the basic temets of Soviet commu-
nism has always been that once the billion
and a half men and women in China, India,
and southeast Asia have been indoctrinated
with communism, and are linked to the peo-
ple of Russia in the struggle to bring about
the world triumph of the Communist ideol-
ogy, the immense superiority in manpower
of that alllance will insure the defeat of
western capitalism.

Listen to this, by a former Under Sec-
retary of State:

Certainly American policy in the Far East
between 1945 and 1950 has expedited rather
than retarded the achievement of that aim.

This is not from some irresponsible
persen. This is not from someone who
has no knowledge of the facts. This is
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from a man who sat at the right hand
of the President of the United States, as
the Under Secretary of State, during the
most crucial years in American history,
Is it any wonder that the Congress of
the United States feels that it is entitled
to be fully consulted and to have a voice
in foreign policy? The record which
has led from 200,000,000 people being
behind the iron curtain when World
War IT closed in 1945 to the condition
of more than 800,000,000 people being
behind the iron curtain today is one
which should be challenged by the Con-
gress and by the American people. By
what do we measure success in foreign
policy?

Finally Mr. Welles has this to say:

The statement issued by the State Depart-
ment in January 1950 that the Republic of
Bouth EKorea, although it was established by
the United Nations was “not within our line
of defense,” was an open invitation to the
North Korean Communists and to their So-
viet and Chinese Communist allies to in-
vade South EKorea.

This is the sordid and sorry record of
an administration which asks for un=-
limited blank-check powers. I do not
believe that the Congress of the United
States or the American people, on the
face of that record, would be doing their
duty if any such blank-check powers as
the Senator from New York desires were
granted. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.
Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I

yield 6 minutes to the Senator from Flor-
ida [IMr. HOLLAND].

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
listened with great appreciation to the
able speeches by our distinguished col-
leagues from New York and Minnesota.
I think they spoke from very full hearts.
I do not question at all the patriotism
which animated every word that they
spoke.

But, Mr. President, I feel that the tack
which they would take would be a mis-
taken one for the bzst safeguarding of
the security of the Nation and of the
security of all the peace-loving nations
throughout the world. I feel that the
amendment offered in good faith by the
Senator from New York is nothing more
than a milk-toast rewriting of para-
graph 6; and in order that it may appear
how completely vacuous and meaning-
less it is, I remind Senators that all that
is said in it with reference to the Senate
and its powers, obligations, and responsi-
bilities in the future is in these words:

To promote and advance this policy it is
the sense of the Senate that there should be,
in the interests of national unity and under-
standing, the fullest collaboration between
the Congress and the President.

The obligation to collaborate, of
course, exists already. It exists in every
field. We are a Nation of friendly peo-
ple. We of the Senate are on terms of
amity, understanding, and accord with
our President. He is our chosen Execu-
tive leader. Of course, we expect col-
laboration from him. Of course, we ex-
pect to collaborate with him, But the
result of this mcure recital cuts to noth-
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ing the statement of continuing rights
and responsibilities of the Senate in this
matter.

At the time the North Atlantic Pact
was under consideration, the committee
charged with the duty of considering the
question gave certain assurances to the
Senate. In section 6 of the pending
resolution that committee makes it clear
that it feels that there is an obligation,
a responsibility, and a jurisdiction which
belongs to the Senate, and, indeed, to
the Congress.

I take off my hat in respect to the
Senator from Texas and his colleagues
on his committee for having reported a
resolution which reiterates what they
had in honesty and decency told the
Senate at the time of ratification of the
pact, namely, that the Congress would
have the right to act or not to act, and
to look at any proposed program and
decide what sort of implementation of
article 3 of the treaty should be put in
force.

Let us remember that we are not leav-
ing this country helpless. There has
been too much talk along that line.
Article 5 is not affected in any way.
That is the one which prevails, in the
event that there is aggression upon us
or upon any of the other signatories of
the pact. Such aggression constitutes
an act of war against them and against
us. The provisions in paragraph 6 of
the resolution, the spirit of which runs
throughout this particular resolution,
have nothing to do with article 5. When
there is war, the President, as Com-
mander in Chief, can send any troops
which exist wherever he feels it is neces-
sary to send them to safeguard this
Nation.

Mr. President, let me remind the Sen-
ate again that there is no limitation
being placed here upon the power of the
President to support the occupation
forces either in Germany, Austria, or
wherever they may be, because insofar
as those former enemies are concerned
we are still at war with them and it is,
of course, our obligation to use whatever
troops it may be necessary to use to up-
hold the hands of those in command of
our occupation forces.

We are talking only about what is to
happen under article 3 of the pact and
I want to remind Senators that by the
adoption of the McClellan amendment,
which simply spelled out more clearly
what was already in section 6 of the
resolution as reported by the committee,
we made it completely clear that the
Senate proposes to stand by its under-
standing when we ratified the pact, and
proposes to be consulted in the future
and to have a word in, and to share a
part of, the responsibility for, any de-
cision.

We are anxious for every decision to
have the confidence of the people of this
Nation. I feel and state with all the
sincerity I can command, that the con-
fidence of the people of this Nation will
be behind the decision in a much greater
way when the wish and recommenda-
tion and decision of the Executive is sup-
ported by the formal supporting action
of the Senate and of the House.
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We are in serious times. We are in
times when nothing less than the maxi-
mum confidence which can be created
should be created. So I am glad the
MecClellan amendment was adopted, and
I hope the amendment now pending be-
fore us will be defeated.

I close by simply stating that I am per-
fectly willing for the four divisions to
go to Europe. If the President had
felt that our occupation forces were at
all in jeopardy, he could have sent those
four divisions long before the matter
ever came to this stage. I am perfectly
willing for those divisions to go.

I recall to the Senate that Senators
are overlooking in this debate, and there
has been too little mention made of sec-
tions 1 and 2 of the resolution, the first
of which approves the action of the.
President in the appointment of General
Eisenhower, and approves the transfer
of our occupation troops, under his com-
mand, as allied commander in chief.

In section 2 we state, where all can
read and all can understand, that it is
the belief and sense of the Senate that
the threat to the security of these United
States, our Nation which we are sworn
to defend, and of our North Atlantic
Treaty partners, whom we put exactly
in the same category with ourselves,
makes it necessary for the United States
to station abroad such units of our
Armed Forces as may be necessary and
appropriate to contribute our fair share
to the defense of the North Atlantic
area.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Florida has e.xpired.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me a few
more minutes?

Mr. CONNALLY, Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the chairman
of the committee,

Mr, President, it seems to me that in
those first two sections we do give strong
assurance to the world, and certainly to
our allies, that we are standing back of
them. And in the later stages, when we
say, “Yes, the President can send imme-
diately four divisions, and can put them
there, not as an arm of our occupation
forces but instead as a first contribution,
and a very great one, to the building up
of an international army under article
3,” we are not bluffing, we are not play-
ing. We are instead committing, in ad-
dition to the 120,000 precious American
lives already there, at least that many
more,

Who is there in the world to feel or
to say or to believe that the United States,
first having committed itself in that very
great way to an effort of this seriousness,
i= going to withhold anything that is
within our power to stand back of those
men, and stand back of the objective to
which we assign them under sections 1
and 2 of the resolution, and under sec-
tion 6 of the resolution?

Mr. President, I think we are commit-
ting ourselves by the adoption of this
resolution insofar as the Senate is con-
cerned—and the Senate has a right to
interpret its own act for it was one of
the actors in the adoption of the Atlan-
tic Pact—to interpret it as permitting
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this that we do here, and to interpret the

facts as existing and as justifying and

even compelling our doing this thing we
do here.

It is inconceivable to me that persons
with understanding, looking upon what
we are doing here, could say that we are
not willing to carry out our responsibility.
To the contrary the Senate is saying,
“We insist upon earrying out our respon-
sibility, and we are not going to resign
it or abdicate it to anyone, no matter how
good an American he is, because we feel
we must share the responsibility for pre-
cious American lives which are going to
be in danger in this effort which means
so much, so terribly much to us and to
our partners.”

Mr. President, I, like the Senator from
New York, was affected by the appear-
ance of the President of France today.
I have some reason to feel very tenderly
close to the French. I want to tell the
Senate that by the adoption of the reso-
lution and by the sending of these four
divisions and the putting of our hands to
this heavy plow, I think we will be play-
ing the part of “a man,” to use the
homely but impressive words of the
Speaker of the House today when he
presented the distinguished President of
the second greatest republic in all the
world.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted at
this point in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Does the President Have Too Much
Power?"” written by Henry Steele Com-
mager.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

DoEes THE PRESIDENT HAVE Too MucH Pow-
ER?—THAT Is THE QUESTION INHERENT IN
THE DEBATE THAT Now GOES ON IN WaASH-
INGTON

(By Henry Steele Commager)

It is a familiar experience to miss the
forest for the trees. There is reason to sup-
pose that the American people are now going
through this experience. So Intense is our
interest in the day-by-day controversies that
blaze in our newspapers and clamor on the
air that we are scarcaly aware of the larger
issues involved in those controversies. To
the journalist what is important in Wash-
ingt-on may be the RFC investigation one
day, the WHeEReY resclution another, price
controls a third, and the latest MCCARTHY
burlesque act a fourth. The future his-
torian of the Truman administration, how-
ever, may well single out the attack upon
the Executive power as the most significant
of all postwar developments in the domestic
field.

The twenty-second amendment is a case
in point. That amendment introduced a
far-reaching change in our constitutional
system, but perhaps the most remarkable
thing about it was that it took the country
80 completely by surprise. No one, appar-
ently, knew what was happening, least of all
the people who woke up one morning to
discover that they had struck a blow at
democracy—and themselves—by denying the
next generation the right to do what they
themselves had done in 1940 and 1944.

The ratification of the two-term amend-
ment is one of three major assaults upon
the Executive power that have come to a
head in this last year. The other two are
the attempt to limit the power of the Presi-
dent as Commander in Chief of the Armed
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Forces of the Nation, and the attempt to
hamstring Presidential control of forelgn
relations. Each of these Is dangerous.
Taken together they constitute an invasion
of the Executive power which, if persistel in,
may result in the substitution for our Presi-
dential system of & hybrid of the parlia-
mentary and the presidential systems.

That this result would be neither un-
anticipated nor unwelcome in certain circles
is clear from Representative COUDEaT'sS reso-
lution calling for a constitutional amend=-
ment which would require the President to
resign in the face <f a vote of no-confidence.
Whatever may be the relative merits of the
presidential and the parliainentary systems—
a guestion which we need not consider here—
no one familiar with our Constitution or
our history can suppose thai the one can be
grafted onto the other without changes that
would be fateful and might be fatal

‘I'his is not the first fime that the presi=
dential system has been threatened by con-
g esslonal usurpation. This happened once
before, in the Presidency of the luckless An-
drew Johnson; then, too, the assault came
from the Republican Farty—a party which
has for the most part favored a strong Exec-
utive. That earlier attack, like the present
one, was inspired not by a theoretical pref-
evence for the parliamentary over the presi-
dential system, but by hostility to a particu-
lar President and considerations of partisan
advantage. Historical analogies are always
a bit dangerous, but it is relevant to note
that that earlier attack upon the Executive
power misfired, and that the policies which
it was designed to facilitate—radical recon-
struction—Ilikewise misfired. Historical
prophesies, too, are a bit dangerous, but it
is fairly safe to predict that 80 years from
now the present attack upon the Presiden-
t.al power will seem as misguided and per-
nicilous as the congressional attack upon
Johnson seems to us today. iy

There is ancther feature of this attack,
too, that must command cur attention and
excite our concern. That is its doctrinaire
character. It proceeds not out of real but
out of imagined dangers. It is rooted not in
experience but in fears. For the limitation
on the Executive power—with a correspond-
ing expsnsion of the legislative power—finds
no justification in our history. To the gen=-
eration of Thomas Jefferson and Thomas
Palne history taught that Executive power
was always dangerous, but the history of
democracy teaches a different moral. Call
the roll of the “strong” Presidents—those
who have used the Executive power boldly—
Washington, Jefferson, Jackson, Polk, Lin-
coln, Theodore Roosevelt, Wilson, Franklin
Roosevelt, None of these Presidents threat-
ened democracy or impaired the constitu-
tional system. It is, on tue contrary, the
“weak"” Presldents—men like Fillmore and
Buchanan—and Harding—who bring democ-
racy into disrepute and expose the Consti-
tution to grave perils. .

There is, in fact, no basis in our own
history for the distrust of the Executive au-
thority. Nor is there any sound basis for the
fear, the meddling, or the limitations that
are explicit in the three current assaults
upon the Executive power. Certalnly there
has been no correlation between length of
Presidential service and danger to democracy
or to the Constitution. The American people
have on the whole acted wisely in reelecting
Presidents; they have never reelected a dan-
gerous man and only once—in 1872—a weak
man. And the only referendum that the
American people ever held on a third term
was an overwhelming endorsement of that
innovation—an endorsement confirmed—4
years later.

In this constitutional erisis it is important
that we recur to basic principles of our con-
stitutional order, and to our experience with
these principles over a period of a century
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and a half. These are actually two sides of
the same shield, for our Constitution consists
not only of the document drafted in 1787 but
of the additions to it over 150 years of prac-
tice.

Let us look first to the prineciple involved
in the Twenty-second Amendment. Why
does this amendment violate sound consti-
tutional principles? It viclates sound prin-
ciples because it writes into the Constitution
a quantitative rather than a gualitative limit
on popular authority. It writes into the Con-
stitution a limitation not on authority itself
but on the degree of authority already grant-
ed. It limits not the arena in which demoe-
racy may function but the way in which
democracy functions in that arena.

This tekes, perhaps, a bit of explanation.
The wise men who drew up our Constitu-
tions, State and Federal, feared government.
They {feared, especially that government
might invade areas in which government had
no standing and no right. There were cer-
tain things, so this generation held, that no
government could do. Government could
not “deprive men of life, liberty or happiness”
without due process of law; it could not
impair the right of men to worship as they
pleased, or the right of free speech or free
press, of petition or of assembly. All these
powers were beyond the authority of gov-
ernment altogether, and the Constitution
framers saw to it that they were removed
from governmental authority either by omit-
ting them from the Constitution proper or by
writing safeguards into bills of rights.

But where Government did have author-
ity, properly and logically, it had sufficient
authority to do the job. Where power was
granted, it was granted in all fullness. Thus
the power to wage war is the power to wage
war successfully. The power to regulate
commerce among the States 1s the power to
regulate the whole of such commerce—and
the word “regulate” is broadly interpreted.
The power to tax knows no limitations other
than those written into the Constitution,
and any effort to limit that power quanti-
tatively is unsound in principle. In short,
the Constitution acknowledges gqualitative
limitations on the powers of Government,
but few quantitative ones except those of
a purely mechanical nature.

Now apply this principle to the election of
a President. Once grant that the Amer-
ican people (through the rubber-stamp
electoral college) have the authority to elect
a President, it follows that they have au-
thority to elect him as often as they choose.
Granted they may make a mistake—but they
may make a mistake in their original choice,
for that matter, and presumably they have
a better chance of avoiding a mistake the
second time than the first, the third time
than the second. If the Constitution is to
be designed to prevent people from making
mistakes, it might as logically start with
Congress, for on any fair comparison Amer-
icans have made more mistakes with their
Congressmen than with their Presidents.

Let us look to the second major assault
upon the Executive power—the attempt to
limit the power of the President as Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces. Spe-
cifically this assault has centered upon the
right of the President to commit American
forces to danger points outside the boun-
daries of the United States without prior
congressional authorization.

I have recently discussed the strictly con-
stitutional issues involved in this controversy
in the Times Magazine and made clear that
the overwhelming weight of authority sup-
ports Presidential discretion in this field.
Congress can, to be sure, limit Presidential
power here by the simple expedient of re-
fusing appropriations. But no comfort is to
be drawn from the argument. For that
matter, Congress could, in effect, abolish the
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Presidency and the Supreme Court by re-
fising to vote the necessary appropriations;
no one would defend the constitutionality
of such conduct.

But the issue is, of course, more than one
of constitutionality; it is one of power. We
must beware the common fallacy that be-
cause a thing is constitutional it is neces-
sarily sound; we must guard against the com-
parable fallacy that if anyone can raise any
hypothetical constitutional objection to a
policy it is necessarily unsound. Preoccupa-
tion with the abstract constitutional issue
and with the particular issue ~f sending a cer-
tain number of divisions to Western Europe
has served to confuse the principle involved
in the question.

That principle is one of Presidential power
and Presidential duty. The President is Com~
mander in Chief of the Army and the Navy,
and he is under oath to “preserve, protect
and defend” the Constitution—and by im-
plication the Nation. It should be clear that
these general powers and obligations apply
with equal force to the disposition of all the
Armed Forces of the Nation. If he does not
have authority to send land forces to points
of danger, neither does he have authority to
send the Navy or the Air Force to points of
danger outside the boundaries of the Nation,
for his constitutional authority in the one
arena is precisely the same as in the others.

Those who deny the President the right to
gend land forces to such places as are essen-
tial to the defense of the Nation, by lcgical
implication deny his power to order the Navy
to the waters around Formosa or the Air
Force to air stations in the Mediterranean
and the Middle East.

There are some further considerations that
have not received sufficient attention in this
discussion—a discussion which has centered
overmuch on the constitutional gquestion.
There is, for example, the consideration that
insistence upon specific authorization from
Coagress may serve to deprive the Executive
of effective bargaining power in negotiations
with the EKremlin, or of influence in nego-
tiation with our associates. There is the
consideration that if Congress ties the Presi-
dent’s hands in the matter it, in eflect, in-
vites aggression whenever it is not available
to untie them. A generation ago this con-
sideration would not have been alarming, for
in an emergency Congress can convene
speedily and act with dispatch. But mod-
ern blitz warfare does not wait upon congres-
slonal reconvenings.

Theory may mislead us; experience must
be our guide. Has the Presidential power
in this arena served us well or il1? Have
Presidents, in fact, been more war-minded
than Congresses, or have they been more
‘mistaken in their understanding of inter-
national crises? What shall we say of Jef-
ferson’s undeclared war on the Barbary
pirates; of Lincoln’s personal conduct of the
war for the Union from April to July 1861;
of Theodore Roosevelt's intervention in the
Venezuela crisis and in the Caribbean; of
Wilson's determination to arm American
merchantmen? Were the President's wrong
in these and other ventures, and was Con-
gress in the right? But these questions may
be academic. Clearly it is not the remote
past that concerns Congress now, but the
immediate past.

Though Truman is the ostensible object of
attack, Franklin Roosevelt is the real object
of attack. It is his foreign policy that is
under fire; it is his decision to trade de-
stroyers for island bases, to land troops in
Iceland and Greenland, to order the Navy to
shoot on sight—that is the issue in the
minds of most of those Congressmen who
are pressing for limitations on the Presi-
dential power. Who, now, looking back upon
those critical months of 1240 and 1941, would
repudiate the Presidential decisions—who
but unregenerate isolationists of the Chicago
Tribune school?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The personal and almost petty form of the
third attack upon the Executive power
should not conceal from us the significance
of the issues involved. This is, of course, the
Republican demand that ““Acheson must go.”
It is not a little curious that those most
vociferous in their hostility to communism
should thus center their attack upon the
man who has done more than any other
to stop communism, but it is not the merits
of the debate that concern us but the prin-
ciples.

On the one hand are long-established
traditions of Presidential control over the
Cabinet and of the President as the sole
orgun of the Government in the conduct of
forelgn relations, on the other hand, is the
oft-refuted notion that Congress may dic-
tate membership in the President’s Cabinet,
and the new and original notion that a
minority party should control the Govern-
ment. ’

It is difficult to know whether to be more
astonished at the effrontery of congres-
sional claims or at their folly. It is, to ke
sure, the effrontery that is most ostentatious,
fco the Republican Party, defeated in every
presidential election for 20 years, and in
every congressional electlon but one, is act<
ing as if it actually won the election of 1950.
But it 1s the folly that is most serious. For
if successful in their attack upon the Sec-
retary of State the Republicans may do ir-
reparable harm to the presidential system.
They may succeed in destroying Presidential
control dver his Cabinet and Presidential
control over foreign relations.

Let us look briefly at what is involved
here, The Cabinet is a product of our un-
written Constitution—and a very important
part. It is made up, traditionally, of heads
of departments; these are selected, in -the
first instance, by the President, report to
him, and are subject to dismissal by him.
He may consult with them—but is not legally
bound to do so. He may prefer to consult
with others—a kitchen cabinet or a brain
trust—and is not answerable to Congress for
this preference. The relationship between
the President and his Cabinet is, in other
words, personal and intimate. Whatever the
precise nature of that relationship, the nice
balance of personality and power, one thing
is clear: the President must be in control.

This has been the theory of our Govern=-
ment since the second Washington admin-
istration and during most of that time it
has been the practice as well. Now and then
strong Cabinets—or individual Cabinet
members—have tried to dominate weak Pres-
idents. Sometimes—as in Lincoln’s case—
they have tried to dominate strong Presi-
dents, and come a cropper. Students will
recall how Andrew Jackson asserted his com-
mand over the Secretary of the Treasury,
how the luckless Tyler defied Webster and
his colleagues, how Woodrow Wilson fired
Lansing because he thought that Secretary
had usurped Executive power,

If the principle of Presidential control of
the Cabinet is sound generally—as it is—that
principle is crucial where the Department
of State is concerned. For the President is
the sole organ of the Government in the
conduct of our foreign relations. This was
made clear at the beginning of our history
when Washington announced the neutrality
proclamation on his own; it has been con-
firmed by a century and a half of subsequent
experience. If there is, then, one part of the
Cabinet where Presidential control must be
complete, it is the State Department. Adams
recognized this when he dismissed Pickering
for disloyalty; Lincoln recognized this when
he put Seward firmly in his place; Wilsch
recognized it when he forced the resignation
of Bryan and dismissed Lansing,

The claim now advanced by certain Sena-
tors that they can force the President to
oust Secretary Acheson—and by implication
dictate Presidential appointment of his suc-
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cessor—is a claim which, if sustained, would
reverse 150 years of practice and precedent
and make all but impossible the effective
conduct of our foreign relations. It is a
claim without precedent in history, without
basis in law, and without foundation in logie.
Like the insistence upon limiting popular
will in presidential elections and upon qual-
ifying the power of the President in the
realm of national defense, it is a product
neither of necessity, of reason, nor of states-
manship, but of partisanship, confusion, and
folly.

What is 2t stake in all this is nothing less
than the integrity of our constitutional sys-
tem. Those who are now so assiduously
engaged in undermining that system are not
aware of what they are doing. They would
doubtless claim the most exalted motives—
and we must give them the benefit of the
doubt on this. To a public rightly dis-
turbed by revelations of confusion, incom-
petence and chicanery in the executive de-
partments, they appear engaged in a laud-
able effort to check the unwise exercise of
presidential power.

But more is at stake here than appears
on the surface. What the critics and ene-
mies of presidential power are doing is clear
enough. They are engaged in substituting
for the presidential system a bastard product
of presidential and parliamentary, with the
dizadvantages of neither. If they succeed
they will impair and may destroy the con-
stitutional fabric of the Republic.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield me 30
seconds?

Mr, LEHMAN, I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. I should like to read to
the Senate a bulletin which just now
came over the ticker. This is the day
General Eisenhower assumes command
of the army in Europe. The bulletin to
which I refer is as follows:

General Eisenhower said today that any
delay in congressional action on defense
measures “would delay the whole prepara-
tion of defense of Western Europe.”

“Anything done which would indicate re-
luctance on the part of any country to get
into this pool of cold water would delay the
whole preparation of defense, My concern
is that each nation should show its full
readiness to cooperate.”

Mr. President, I hope that, by our ac-
tions, we will show that we are helping
and not harassing General Eisenhower.
He is over there working for us.

I thank the Senator from New York
for yielding to me.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr, McMAHON. Mr. President, I do
not intend at this time to refer to the
constitutional issues which have been
discussed not only in this debate but for
the past 150 years. The dispatch which
the Senator from Massachusetts has just
read from the man on the ground is a
vivid reminder, if we should need a re-
minder, of what this is all about.

There has been some talk about the
moralities of the situation. There has
been some talk about the kind of situa-
tion which was created by the state-
ments of various men at the time we
ratified the Atlantic Treaty. We should
not forget at this time why we became
a party to that treaty, and what we are
here trying to do. We ratified that
treaty 2 years ago because we recognized
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that there was developing in Europe a
threat to the free world.

We know now that the Russians have
175 divisions. We know now that they
have more than 25,000 operational air-
craft, and, Mr. President, we know now
that they have an ever-increasing stock-
pile of atomic weapons. We know now
that Stalin has repeated the philosophy
of Lenin time and time again, that we
cannot live in a world with them. We
know they have said that there will be
a series of terrible conflicts, and that
one of us will perish and go down. That
was the background, briefly sketched, of
the Atlantic Treaty when we went
into it.

Mr. President, since that time what
has happened? We find Yugoslavia
breaking away from the other Soviet
satellites, but now being threatened with
a movement to bring her back into the
fold vi et armis. We find an ever-in-
creasing force in Eastern Germany with
the constant threats that the maneu-
vers which occur there day after day
will some day extend themselves into
Western Germany. We find that we are
in actual conflict in Korea and have
been since last June. So it is against
this kind of a background that we de-
cided to implement the North Atlantic
Treaty.

Now, M1, President, I am talking about
the morality of saving the free world.
We are not going to do it when we con-
stitute the Senate of the United States
as a committee on the deployment of
troops. I eall attention to the fact that
some of the Senators who successfully
have supported that sort of proposition
today have been among the ones who
have screamed the loudest to the high
heavens ahout the dangers of commu-
nism in the United States. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are not going to be struck down
in the United States, regardless of the
outeries of men who would seek to make
political capital by constantly pointing
the finger of suspicion at those who dis-
agree with them here at home. Our dan-

‘ger is coming from this outside threat
which grows and grows and grows and,
unless it is met, will overwhelm us.

Mr. President, the amendment of the
Senator from New York [Mr., LEEMAN]
is in the true spirit of our institutions and
of our Constitution. I am not talking
about Harry Truman, who happens to
be President of the United States. How-
ever, if there were in office a President
of the United States who represented the
party of the Senators on the other side
of the aisle, I would be among the first
to stand up for his right under the Con-
stitution to exert his constitutional pre-
rogatives to defend the sovereignty of
the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Connecticut has ex-
pired.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFARLAND].

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator
from Arizona is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr., McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
bhad not intended to speak upon this
amendment. Ihad not intended to speak
unless a motion was made to recommit
the resolution.
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However, this evening, on the floor,
reference has been made to the admin-
istration as though it were to blame for
what the Senate has just done. The Sen-
ate marched up the hill, and then it
marched down again. But no one can
say that the President of the United
»vates has in any way injected himself
into this debate.

Mr. President, I do not believe I would
be performing my duty if I did not rise
to state that the administration is in no-
wise to blame for what the Senate has
done through its vote on the reconsidera-
tion of the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Arkansas.

I was one of the first to urge that the
Senate of the United States should adopt
an affirmative resolution in order that
we might all move forward in unity on
this vital issue, and not be sniping at
the President of the United States.

It should be pointed out that there
may be among us those who laugh this
evening because of the victory they have
achieved, but it is not a victory for the
United States of America. Any indica-
tion here that the Congress is not will-
ing to work with the administration, that
the Congress is not willing to stand be-
hind such men as General Eisenhower,
George Marshall, Admiral Sherman,
General Vandenberg, and the others
who led our country to victory in World
War II; any indication which may have
been given by action taken on the floor
of the Senate that we believe we have
to guard carefully against anything they
propose or everything they do, is not in
the best interest of this Government nor
of its people.

The President has said he is willing to
collaborate with Congress; he has said
that Congress could adopt any kind of
reseolution it wanted to adopt if more
troops were requested. But by the ac-
tion which has been taken in adopting
the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas, we are attempting to bind fu-
ture Congresses and to set forth proce-
dures for them to follow.

Mr. President, I was saddened by the
adoption of that amendment, because
I do not believe it was in the interest of
the United States. Those who are happy
now may feel differently another day if
this action brings confusion and trouble.

I did not join the senior Senator from
New York [Mr, Ives] in sponsoring his
revised amendment because members of
the Foreign Relations Committee pre-
vailed on me not to do so.

In view of the action the Senate has
taken already this evening——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Arizona has expired.

Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Texas yield me an ad-
ditional half minute?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, in
view of what the Senate has done already
this evening, it certainly would be op-
timistic to hope that the Senate would
adopt the amendment of the junior Sen-
ator from New York. However, I expect
to vote for the amendment of the dis=-
tinguished junior Senator from New
York [Mr, LEEMAN],

SEVERAL SENATORS, Vote! Vote!
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
shall be glad to have Senators vote when
the time comes. I know that some Sen-
ators are anxious to have the vote taken,
and they will have their opportunity to
vote on the pending amendment. I have
only one-half minute more allotted to
me, I have not spoken before on this
issue. Surely I can be accorded the cour-
tesy of being allowed to speak for a fur-
ther half minute without having Sena-
tors call for a vote on this question.

Mr. President, as I have already said,
I do not think the action the Senate
has taken this afternoon has been in the
interest of the United States and the
defense of our country, at a time when
there are those of us who are trying to
forward a bipartisan move to obtain a
united front in the welfare of our
country.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the ques-
tion of agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from New York,

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, if
the Senators will withhold those sugges-
tions for a minute or two, I now yield 2
minutes to the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSCN].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New Mexico is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
recognize that the junior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee]l read some
words from General Eisenhower which
should mean a great deal to many of us.
I wonder how we can read those words in
connection with the first paragraph of
the resolution, which says:

1. The Senate approves the action of the
President of the United States in cooperating
in the common defensive effort of the North
Atlantic Treaty nations by designating, at
their unanimous request, General of the
Army Dwight D. Eisenhower as Supreme
Allied Commander, Europe, and in placing
Armed Forces of the United States in Europe
under his command.

But then when we say to him, in a
little interlineation: “Yes; we approve it
up to four divisions, but not beyond that
number.”

Then we say that it is the sense of the
Senate that there shall be consultation
between certain Senate and House com-
mittees and the President and the Sec-
retary of State and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

I agree about that; but I do not want
to write into the resolution at that point
a little provision that on all matters
involving the sending of up to four
divisions there should be consultation
with the Foreign Relations Committees
of the House and Senate and the Armed
Service Committees of the House and
Senate, great committees though they
are, constituted by men with whom I
have served in the House of Representa-
tives and men with whom I have served
with pleasure in the Senate. We say
that we shall take their advice and coun=-
sel, provided the matters under consid-
eration do not call for the sending in
excess of four divisions of our troops,
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and then say we shall accept the de-
cisions of the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, General £isenhower, on all mat-
ters not calling for the sending of in
excess of four divisions of our troops,
but that if in excess of four divisions are
proposed to be sent, such suggestions or
plans must be submitted to the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. President, I hope we shall take to
heart what the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopce] read to us from the
statement of General Eisenhower.

I was well satisfied to vote, finally,
for the resolution, before the adoption of
the limitation as to four divisions; but
1 see no chance to rectify that action ex-
cept by adopting the amendment of the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMAN],
I hope that by adopting that amend-
ment we can undo the damage and can
point out who is really the Supreme Com-
mander in Europe.

_ The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New Mexico has ex-
pired.

All time on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New York has expired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Green Millikin
Anderson Hayden Monroney
Bennett Hendrickson  Morse
Benton Hennings Mundt
Brewster Hickenlooper Murray
Bricker Hill Neely
Bridges Hoey Nixon
Butler, Md. Holland O'Conor
Butler, Nebr, Humphrey O'Mahoney
Byrd Ives Pastore
Cain Jenner Robertson
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Case Johnston, S. C. Schoeppel
Chavez Eefauver Smathers
Clements Kem Smith, Maine
Connally Kerr Smith, N. J.
Cordon Kilgore Smith, N.C.
Dirksen KEnowland Sparkman
Douglas Langer Stennis
Dworshak Lehman Taft
Eastland Lodge Thye
Ecton Long Tobey
Ellender McCarthy Underwood
Ferguson MecClellan ‘Watkins
Flanders McFarland Welker
Frear McMahon Wherry
Fulbright Malone Wiley
George Martin Williams
Gillette Maybank Young

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum
is present. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
New York [Mr. LEEMAN], in the nature
of a substitute for paragraph 6 of the
pending resolution. The yeas and nays
having been ordered, the Secretary will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Huntl is absent on official business.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macuson] is absent by leave of the
Senate on official committee business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
McEELLAR] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr., MacNusoN] and the Senator
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from Tennessee [Mr. McKeLLAR] would
vote “yea.”

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Van-
DENBERG] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Durr] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 35,
nays 55, as follows:

YEAS—35
Aiken Hoey Monroney
Anderson Humphrey Murray
Benton Ives Neely
Clements Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Connally Kefauver Pastore
Douglas Kerr Russell
Eastland Kilgore Smathers
Ellender Lehman Sparkman
Fulbright Lodge Stennis
Hayden Long Tobey
Hennings McFarland Underwood
Hill McMahon

NAYS—556

Bennett George Mundt
Brewster Gillette Nixon
Bricker Green O'Conor
Bridges Hendrickson Robertson
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Butler, Nebr, Holland Schoeppel
Byrd Jenner Smith, Maine
Cain Johnson, Colo, Smith, N.J.
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Smith, N.C.
Carlson Kem Taft
Case Knowland Thye
Chavez Langer Watkins
Cordon McCarthy Welker
Dirksen McClellan Wherry
Dworshak Malone Wiley
Ecton Martin Williams
Ferguson Maybank Young
Flanders Millikin
Frear Morse

NOT VOTING—6
Duff MeceCarran Magnuson
Hunt McEellar Vandenberg

So Mr, LEHMAN’S amendment was re-
jected.

Note—In the dailly Recorp of Monday,
April 2, 1951, page 3199, the vote on Mr.
LEHMAN's amendment was announced as
yeas 37, nays 53, and Mr, HeENDRICKSON and
Mrs. Smite of Maine were recorded as votig
in the affirmative. In the Recorp of Tues-
day, April 3, as appears on page 3160, Mr.
HENDRICKSON requested unanimous consent,
which was granted, to have his vote recorded
in the negative, and, as appears on page 8189,
Mrs. SmiTH of Maine requested unanimous
consent, which was granted, to have her vote
recorded in the negative; thus making the
result on the Lehman amendment, yeas 35,
nays 55, as above set forth.

Mr. McFARLAND and Mr. WHERRY
addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for the purpose
of making a motion to lay on the table?

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
have been asked as to waether the Sen-
ate would remain in session until final
disposition of the resolutions. It is ap-
parent that in order to dispose of the
resolutions today we would have to re-
main in session until the early hours of
the morning. I made a promise to the
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
1anp] that we would remain in continu-
ous session until the resolutions were dis-
posed of, but he tells me he is willing
to release me from that promise. If
that be so, I am willing to ask unanimous
consent that the Senate take a recess
until 12 noon tomorrow. I understand
from the Parliamentarian——
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_ The VICE PRESIDENT. There seems
to Le some ambiguity about the unani-
mous-consent agreement, as to whether
it means that the Senate is to continue
in session until the resolutions are dis-
posed of. In order to pose the question,
the Chair suggests that the Senator ask
unanimous consent that if there be a re-
cess taken today, the status of the matter
remain as it is today.

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall do so.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the majority
leader. At the time the unanimous-
consent request was being considered by
the Senate, I asked that there be in-
cluded as a portion of it a provision that
the Senate would remain continuously
in session today until the business was
disposed of. It is now apparent, as the
majority leader says, that to abide by
that rule would probably keep us here
until the middle of tomorrow morning,
The Senate began its session today at
10 o’clock this morning, and it has been
in continuous session since that time.
Under those circumstances I shall gladly
waive my own convenience in the matter
and shall be glad to agree to have the
matter go over until such time as the
majority leader fixes.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President,
the minority leader desires to make a
motion to reconsider the vote which has
just been taken. Before I propound a
unanimous-consent request, I yield to
the Senator from Nebraska for that
purpose.

Mr. WHERRY. I move that the Sen-
ate reconsider its action in rejecting the
last amendment.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator
from California.

The motion to lay on the table .was
agreed to.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate takes a recess this evening, it re-
cess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow, and
that all the provisions of the unanimous-
consent request previously made in re-
gard to debate upon the two resolutions
remain in full force and effect.

Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right
the object—and I shall not object, be-
cause I want to cooperate with the dis-
tinguished majority leader——

Mr. McFARLAND. I am cooperating
with the minority leader.

Mr. WHERRY. I want the REecorp
to show that the minority is perfectly
willing to take a recess or to remain in
session until both resolutions are dis-
posed of.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Reserving the
right to object, I was under the impres-
sion that the unanimous-consent agree-
ment would be interpreted as it was
written, and, like some of my colleagues
have done on occasion, I have made a
commitment. I did not know when the
Senate would come to a vote on the
resolution, which we could have voted
on last week. It places me in an em-
barrassing position. It is not a personal
matter; it involves many ather persons.
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I do not want to block the great spirit
of cooperation between the minority and
the majority, but I think I should say to
my friend, the majority leader, that
these things ought to be given some ad-
vance thinking so that those of us who
make plans might have some idea what
to expect.

I should have liked to be present to
participate in the discussions. Possibly
my vote will not add up to the victory
that I hoped it would, anyway, so I shall
not object.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the request made by the Sena-
tor from Arizona.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Reserving the right to
object, I should like to ask the Senator
from Arizona a question. What is to
prevent the Senate from continuing in
session this evening in order to vote for
or against the resolutions? Why could
we not remain in session?

Mr. McFARLAND., We could do that,
but a number of Senators have discussed
the possibility of a recess, and the dis-
tinguished minority leader stated what
he was willing to do. The first Senator
who asked me this question was the
minority leader himself. The distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee prefers to have further
action go over, and other Senators have
told me that there is an official dinner
which it is important for them to attend.
I am merely attempting to accommodate
the desires of Members and of the com-
mittee.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I am willing to yield
to the desires of members of the com-
mittee, or of other Senators. Thissitua-
tion illustrates the reason why I object
to unanimous-consent agreements set-
ing a definite time. We had an agree-
ment to vote today and to proceed until
the resolutions were disposed of. All of
a sudden something else comes up and
we have to change our minds.

If the majority leader receives unani-
mous consent to have the Senate recess
until tomorrow, is it his purpose that we
shall conelude consideration of the res-
olutions tomorrow?

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes, It is my
purpose to continue until we conclude
action on the resolutions.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Suppose some Sena-
tors want to go to a dinner tomorrow
evening.

Mr. McFARLAND. I may remind the
distinguished Senator that the Senate
has been in continuous session since 10
o'clock this morning.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That was done by
unanimous consent, at the request of
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes, in an at-
tempt to get a vote. If I thought we
could finish this evening within a short
time, I should be glad to do so. Dechate
on the resolution could consume at least
two more hours, and then there will be a
motion to recommit which will involve
another hour. There are a number of
amendments yet to be disposed of. I
doubt the wisdom of keeping Senators
here for a long period of time.
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If I had been in frame of mind to want
to punish someone, I would have been
willing to stay here, but I am not in that
frame of mind.

Mr, CHAVEZ, But was the Senator in
that frame of mind when he asked origi-
nally for unanimous consent to get
through with this matter today?

Mr. McFARLAND. I made the unani-
mous-consent request to stay in continu-
ous session at the request of the Senator
from Florida. Let me say that not to
conclude this evening may be disappoint-
ing to Senators who may have certain
things which they have to do. But we
try to get along here as best we can. I
believe we have saved time by having
reached the unanimous-consent agree-
ment to vote today. We have voted on
several amendments. If every Senator
should make it a point to be present
every day during Senate sessions, busi-
ness of the Senate would be transacted
more expeditiously. If Senators make
plans to do other things, it is not under
my control. We are making progress as
rapidly as we can. I do not think we
would gain anything by remaining in
session until 2 or 3 o’clock in the morn-
ing. I do not believe the Senate would
be able to work efficiently the next day.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am inclined to agree
with the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator was
critical of me because I made the request.

Mr. CHAVEZ., No; I was not critical
of the Senator. I was critical of making
a unanimous-consent agreement to get
through at a particular time.

Mr, McFARLAND. There was no par-
ticular time involved. The agreement
provided'for a limitation of debate.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Very well. A limita-
tion of debate certainly would control
the time. Mr. President, in order that
some of our colleagues may attend to
their social duties and not interfere with
their eating habits, I shall make no ob-
jection.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I should like
to ask the Senator from Arizona whether
he would consider modifying his unani-
mous-consent agreement to have the
Senate convene earlier in the morning,
I am in the position of the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Florida.
I have a commitment for tomorrow
night to make an address, and I won-
dered if the Senator from Arizona would
modify his unanimous-consent request
so that the Senate may convene at 10
o'clock.

Mr. McFARLAND. I have set a meet-
ing of the steering committee, and the
members of the committee have been
notified. There is one Senator who has
no committee assignment. I do not feel
we should cancel the meeting. It is im-
portant that the committee assisnment
me made, I think 12 o’clock is the best
we can do. Ishould like to accommodate
the Senator, I should like to accommo-
date every Senator. It is impossible to
do so. We must do the best we can.

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say that I
dislike very much to be forced to object.
It is not a question of accommodating
the Senator. I wish the Senator from
Arizona would consider modifying his re-
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quest. If he cannot make it 10 o'clock,
11 o’clock would be satisfactory. In that
way we could get more amendments out
of the way.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Arizona?

Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right
to object, does the Senator from Arizona
refer to legislative committees which are
to meet tomorrow morning?

Mr. McFARLAND. Legislative com-
mittees have set hearings for 10 o'clock.
I have set a meeting of the steering
committee. It would disrupt our plans
if the Senate were to meet before 12
o’clock.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield.

Mr, THYE. Alsoscheduled for tomor-
row morning at 10 o’clock is a hearing
on the boxcar shortage. Representa-
tives from four States, Montana, South
Dakota, North Dakota, and Minnesota,
are to meet with us on the shortage of
boxcars.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The subcommittee on
Appropriations for Social Security in the
Department of Labor will begin hearings
at 10:30 tomorrow morning. It would

. be impossible for the Senate to meet at

any time before 12 o'clock and carry on
the committee’s work.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-

. jection to the request of the Senator

from Arizona?

Mr. WHERRY. I am wondering
whether the distinguished majority lead-
er would consider making his request
for 11:30 o’clock. We could have a
quorum ecall, which would take nearly
30 minutes.

Mr., McFARLAND. Mr. President, in
order to be agreeable, I will consent to
11:30 o'clock.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arizona modifies his request ac-
cordingly.

Mr. CHAVEZ., Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, as I said, the Sub-
committee on Appropriations for Social
Security in the Department of Labor will
meet tomorrow morning. The Secretary
of Labor is to testify before the com-
mittee. I am certain we will not be able
to conelude our hearing before 12 o’clock.
The Senator from California [Mr.
Enowranp]l is the ranking minority
member of the commiftee. I am cer-
tain we cannot get through before 12
o’clock. b

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
conferred with the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTHY1. There is no ob-
jection to convening at 12 o’clock.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair assumes that the
status quo of the original request is
maintained.

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, my contribution to the his-
toric debate last week urged the admin-
istration, military leaders, and Congress
to appraise most carefully the weakness
as well as the strength of the enemy. I
emphasized the equal dangers of over-
estimating and underestimafing the



3105

military capacity of Russia, and pointed

out many or her weaknesses. On Sun-

day, April 1, the Washington Sunday

Star published an article entitled “Rais-

ing Big Russian Army Simpler Than Its

Upkeep,” written in London by Edward

Crankshaw. In the article Mr. Crank-

shaw contends, as did I, that Russia

would have great difficulty sustaining a

major war now. I deem his statement so

important to this debate that I ask unan-
imous consent to have it printed in the

Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

RarsiNG Bic RUsSIAN ArMY SiMpPLER THAN ITS
Urkeep—Major War FProBaBLY WouULD
STRAIN SOVIET INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE
TO BREAKING POINT

(By Edward Crankshaw)

Lonpon.—The Soviet military machine is
very much the most powerful in the world,
but it is not quite so formidable as its size
would suggest.

An army does not function in a vacuum:
it has to be supplied and sustained by the
home front. And in considering the effec-
tiveness of the Soviet Army we have to ask
whether the Soviet economy is capable of
supporting it through a major war,

No matter how great the initlal successes
of the Russians in any attack on the West,
from the first day of the campaign the whole
apparatus of Anglo-American air power, in-
cluding the atom bomb would be brought to

bear on the cities of the Soviet Union and.

on the vital centers of the long lines of com-
munication of the Soviet armies. At the
same time the British Empire and the United
States would be building up their land forces
and exploiting their naval supremacy. It is
estimated by military experts that for a sus-
talned major war, the Boviet Union would
have to supply from eight to ten million men
to its armed forces, at the expense of indus-
try and agriculture.

MANPOWER HAS LIMIT

' Stalin, when he thinks of war with the
west, has thus to take into consideration
many factors besides the fighting strength of
the peacetime armed forces. He has to think
about his industrial capacity in general, and
oil in particular; he has to think about his
transport, his food supply; he has to think
about the morale of the Russian people and
the reliability of the east European satellites;
above all, he has to think about his man-
power.

We are so accustomed to thinking of Soviet
manpower as inexhaustible that it may seem
strange to start an appreciation of Soviet
strength with an inquiry into numbers. But
in fact the manpower of the Soviet Union is
very far from belng inexhaustible, although
until very recently the Soviet leaders, slaves
of tradition, have behaved as though it was.
Nobedy knows the exact population of the
Soviet Union, including the postwar annexa=
tions (the Baltic States, the Polish Ukraine,
etc.); but it is somewhere in the nelghbor-
hood of 200,000,000, Thus the vast area of
the Soviet empire which bulks stupendously
on the map as one-sixth of all the land in
the world, carries a population only four
times larger than that of Great Britain, It
barely exceeds, that is to say, the populations
of Great Britain and the Unitzd States
(America has about 140,000,000) combined.

At present there are known to be some
85,000,000 workers employed in industry and
nearly £0,000,000 in agriculture. The white-
collar classes, the army and police, and the
population of the labor camps account for
the rest of the adult population. In agri-
culture—so urgent is the need for manpower
in the factories—women great'y outnumber
men,
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AGRICULTURE BIG FACTOR

This labor force, plus some millions in the
labor camps who appear in no statistics, is
required to feed the Soviet Union and sup-
ply it with the sinews of war. At the mo-
ment the armed forces dispose of some three
millions. To sustain a major war the KErem-
lin would have to call on another five to
seven million, taking these from industry
and agriculture.

The crux of the matter is agriculture. Any
serious depletion of the agricultural labor
force would bring the country to the brink
of starvation. During the last war the whole
population of the Soviet Unlon was seriously
undernourished and some millions died of
hunger. This was due in the first instance
that quite early in the struggle the Germans
occupied the great grain-producing areas of
the Ukraine. This pattern would not be
repeated In a future war. But this was not
the only cause of the trouble; over large
areas of Russia during the last war the col-
lectives failed to do their duty, partly be-
cause net an able-bodied man was left and
the work was too much for the women and
children and old men, partly because the
heart of many of the peasant women was not
in the war (this applied particularly to
1041 and 1942). I myself in those early
days saw endless acres of grain being left to
rot in the fields, far from the front line,
slmply because the remaining peasants were
weary and disillusioned and knew there was
nothing to buy with the money they might
earn,

INDUSTRIAL PROBLEM

This pattern would certainly be repeated
in any future war. Further, such is the state
of agriculture in the Soviet Unlon that to-
day, 30 years after the revolution, and with
all the proud boasts of mechanization, the
production of grain (which is the measure of
all food in a land where meat and butter
and fresh vegetables and fish are considered
as luxuries) is still lower'per head of popula-
tion than it was in 1914. It is lower, even,

_than it was in 1940, on the eve of the last

war. For although the Soviet Union has
added rich agricultural land to its territory,
it has also added the populations of the an-
nexed lands and their cities. And in spite
of this increase of territory and population
the harvests of 1640 and 1950 barely exceeded
the harvest of 1940.

This is the reality behind the new agricul-
tural revolution now being carried out in
the teeth of popular resistance—a move to
rationalize, cost what it may, the primitive
techniques of the Soviet countryside. It is
& revolution which cannot possibly pay divi-
dends for at least 10 years to come. Until
then, the subsistence margin in the Soviet
cities will be perilously narrow.

The manpower problem of the Soviet Union
bears not only on agriculture, but also on
industry. For although the peasants are
being squeezed to the limit in order to re-
lease the most fit and intelligent men for
industry, Industrial production itself is very
far from being what it should be.

Stalin has already told the world what
Russia wants in order to feel strong enough
to cope with the capitalist world on its own
terms: An annual production of 60,000,000
tons of steel, 50,000,000 tons of piz iron,
60,000,000 tons of oil, and 500,000,000 tons
of coal. In 1945 he estimated that it would
take at least 15 years to reach that level
of production. He is now a little more than
helfway to it, though pig iron still lags.

We have to bear this sort of fact in mind
when considering the Soviet Union’s vast
population and resources. Stalin himself
bedrs 1t constantly in mind. As far back
as 1939 he castigated the Russians for com-
placency, polnting out that although the
Soviet Union was producing vast quantities
of iron and steel and electricity, its pro-
duction per head of population still lagged
far behind that of the advanced industrial
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countries. “In what respects are we lag-
ging behind?" he asks at the eighteenth
party congress. ‘‘We are lagging behind eco-
nomically as regards the volume of our in-
dustrial output per head of population., In
1938 we produced about 15,000,000 tons of
pig iron; Great Britain produced 7,000,000
tons. It might seem from this that we are
better off than Great Britain., But if we
divide the number of tons by the total popu-
lations, we shall find that the output of pig
iron per head of population in 1988 was
154 kilograms in Great Britain and only 87
kilograms in the U. 8. 8. R. Thus, in order
to outstrip Britain economically in the pro-
duction of pig iron—we must increase our
annual output of pig iron to 25,000,000 tons.”

STALIN EKNOWS ALL THIS

And so on, through the catalog. What-
ever the Soviet propagandists like to say,
Stalin himself knows the facts very well.

In 1950, in spite of the war, the Soviet
Union had increased its plg-iron output to
19,500,000 tons—but Great Britain had also
increased hers to 10,000,000 tons. Bo the
ratio was still more unfavorable to Russia
in 1950 than in 1839, But the most spec-
tacular comparisons are not with Great
Eritain but with America. BStalln has never
dared make these figures public; their effect
on the Russlans would be too depressing
to bear. Let us take two examples. In 1850
the Boviet Union produced some 25,000,000
tons of steel, or 2}, hundredweights per
head of population; but in that same year
the United States produced some 90,000,000
tons, or more than 12 hundredweights per
head of the population. As for ofll, in 1950
the Soviet Union produced some 37,000,000
tons, or less than 3 hundredwelghts per head
of population; but in that same year the
United States produced 250,000,000 tons, or
more than 114 tons per head of population.

These towering discrepancies speak for
themselves. They are typical of the whole
range of industrial and agricultural produc-
tion. And while it should never be forgot-
ten that the Soviet Union has achieved
miracles in the development of her resources,
in her great constructional enterprises and in
the application cf modern industrial tech-
niques, this development has been highly
sqjective and perilously uneven, It has also
been made directly at the expense of ag-
riculture—at the cost, that is to say, of con-
tinuous undernourishmint of the millions.
Uninterruptedly, since the start of the 5-
year plan in 1928, all the best talent in the
country has been attracted or directed into
industry. And industry itself, in spite of
all the official boasting about the high state
of mechanization in Soviet agriculture, has
been allowed to contribute very little to the
land that sustains it. It has provided the
peasants with tractors and combine har-
vesters; but the infinity of mechanleal de-
vices which make for the efficiency of farm-
ing in Western Europe and the United States
is almost entirely lacking.

Thus a picture that emerges Is of a nation
struggling upward from an immemorial peas-
ant economy, being forced to make con-
tinuous and tremendous sacrifices to indus-
trialize itself, concentrating_ everything on
ster! and the construction of heavy indus-
try, at the expense not only of food and
corcumer goeds, but also of all the mechan-
fcal alds, from trucks to hayrakes and port-
able saw-benches, which alone can make full
use of a modern nation’s manpower. It is
a nation which is spending its substance on
jet-fighters, tanks, and rockets, while the
peasants on whom their makers depend still
do much of their cultivation with primi-
tive implements.,

All this reflects like a mirror the chronie
manpower shortage. Even in peacetime
there are not enough Russians, skilled and
unskilled, to carry through their industrial
revolution on an even and broad front, while
at the same time growing food and building
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houses for themselves., The dislocation
caused by war, which would demand the
diversion of imperatively needed millions
from the tasks which even now are inade-
quately performed, is something which Sta-
lin cannot comfortably face, for at least
10 years to come—though he could still
fight a very effective and terrible war if at-
tacked. And, indeed, the whole pattern of
his current planning, with a renewed em-
phasis on long-t?rm capital development,
suggests very strongely, w thout any fur-
ther evidence, that to embroil himself in a
major war is the last thing he intends to do,
until his economy is far more broadly based
than it is today.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment lettered “D’ to Senate Reso-
lution 99.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Amendments
lying on the desk have no parliamentary
standing. It is not necessary to with-
draw the amendment.

Mr, MUNDT. I wish to offer another
amendment to Senate Resolution 99, and
ask that it lie on the table and be print-
ed, and that it be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

The amendment intended to be pro-
posed by Mr. Munpr was ordered to lie
on the table, to be printed, and to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

On page 4, line 25, and on page 5, lines 1
and 2, strike out the words, “and the Senate
hereby approves the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
send four additional divisions of ground
forces to Western Europe” and substitute in
their place the words, “and it is the sense
of the Senate that the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
send four additional divisions of ground
forces to Western Europe in implementation
of article III of the North Atlantic Treaty
should be submitted to Congress in the form
of a Senate joint resolution.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled joint resolution (S. J. Res. 40)
to extend the time for the filing of cer-
tain claims under the War Claims Act of
é948, and it was signed by the Vice Presi-

ent. ;

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following communications
and letters, which were referred as indi-
cated:

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION—LEGISLATIVE
BrancH (8. Doc. No. 17)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a proposed
supplemental appropriation, in the amount
of 1,200,000, for the legislative branch, fiscal
year 1951 (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION, PosT OFFICE
DEPARTMENT (S. Doc. No. 18)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a proposed
supplemental appropriation, for the Post
Office Department, in the amount of $300,000,
fiscal year 1952 (with an accompanying
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paper); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

PrOPOSED PROVISION PERTAINING TO OFFICE OF
HousiNg ExPepITER (S. Doc. No. 19)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a proposed
provision pertaining to the fiscal year 1951
for the Office of the Housing Expediter (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

LIMITATION oON NUMERICAL STRENGTH OF
WHITE House PoLICE FORCE

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to remove the limitation on the
numerical strength of the White House Police
force (with accompanying papers); to the
Cummities on the District of Columbia.

SUSPENSION OF DEFORTATION OF ALIENS

A letter from the Attorney General of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders of the Commissioner of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, sus-
pending deportation of certain aliens, to-
gether with a detailed statement of the facts
and pertinent provisions of law as to each
alien and the reasons for ordering such sus-
pension (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

GRANTING OF APPLICATICN FOR PERMANENT

RESIDENCE To CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Attorney General of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of the orders of the Commissioner of
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
granting the application for permanent resi-
dence filed by certain aliens, together with a
statement of the facts and pertinent provi-
sions of law as to each allen and the reasons
for granting the applications (with acconr-
panying papers); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

REPORT ON EXPORT CONTROL

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, his fourteenth
quarterly report on export control (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

DEBTS oF INDIVIDUAL INDIANS AND INDIAN
TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to compromise, adjust, or cancel cer-
tain debts of individual Indians and Indian
tribal organizations, and for other purposes
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
REPORT ON OPERATION OF TRADE AGREEMENTS

PROGRAM

A letter from the Chairman of the United
Btates Tariff Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of the Commission
on the operation of the trade agreements
programs, the report being a printed copy to
replace a mimeographed copy sent to
the Senate on December 14, 1950 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Finance,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency:
“Resolution memorializing the Congress of

the United States to enact legislation to
curb war profiteering

“Whereas the Government of the United
States must take all necessary action to pre=-
pare against aggression; and

“Whereas the people of the United States,
especially the youth of the Nation, are being
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called upon to make sacrifices to defend
the princlples for which we stand: There-
fore be it

“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts urges the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation forthwith to curb
war profiteering; and be it further

“Resolved, That the State secretary send
forthwith coples of these resolutions to the
Fresident of the United Statfes, to the pre-
siding officer of each branch of Congress, and
to the Members thereof from this Common-
wealth.

“In house of representatives,
March 14, 1951.

“LAWRENCE R. GRrOVE, Clerk.

“In senate, adopted, in concurrence, March

20, 1851.

adopted

“IrviNG N. HAYDEN, Clerk.
“A true copy.
“Attest:
“Epwarp J. CrRONIN,
“Secretary of the Commonwealth.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Washington; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“House Joint Memorial 2

“To the Honorable Harry S. Truman, Presi-
dent of the United States of America,
and to the Honorable Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States
in Congress Assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Senate and
House of Representatives of the State of
Washington in legislative session assembled,
most respectfully represent and petition as
follows:

“Whereas the Territory of Alaska is the
most exposed portion of continental United
States of America; and

“Whereas the Territory of Hawail is one
of the most outlying possessions of the
Unite States of America; and

“Whereas the people of the State of Wash-
ington are especially friendly to both the
people of Alaska and the people of Hawaii;
and

“Whereas a very large portion of the trade
which the State of Washington has is with
either Alaska or with Hawali; and

“Whereas bills are now pending before the
Congress of the United States providing for
statehood of Alaska and Hawaii;

“Now, therefore, your memorialists re-
spectfully pray that the Congress of the
United States speedily take such legislative
action as is necessary to provide for state-
hood for the present Territory of Alaska and
the present Territory of Hawail; and be it

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial
be immediately transmitted to the Honor-
able Harry 8. Truman, President of the
United States, the President of the United
States Senate, Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from the State of Wash-
ington.

“Passed the house January 31, 1951.

“CHaS. W. HoDDE, A
“Speaker of the House.
“Passed the senate March 3, 1951.
“VicTor A. MEYERS,
“President of the Senate.”

A joint resolution of the Leglslature of the
State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Joint Resolution 25

“Joint resolution memorializing the Congress
of the United States to enact legislation to
effectuate the development of the Missis-
sippi River Parkway

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States, through Public Law 262 of the
Eighty-first Congress, has authorized to be
appropriated a sum not exceeding $250,000 to
be used by the Departments of the Interior
and Commerce, through their respective
agencies, the National Park Service and the
Bureau of Public Roads, to make a joint
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survey of a route for a national parkway to
be known as the Mississippl River Parkway,
such survey to follow in general the route
of the Mississippl River; and
“Whereas a similar proposal for the devel-
opment of a parkway along the Mississippl
River from the source to the mouth, was
actively promoted through voluntary agen=
cies in all of the States bordering the Missis-
sippl River with the active cooperation of
National Park Service staff members through-
out the period between June 1038 and De=-
cember 1941, and was successiul in stimu-
lating interest in the Parkway in Wisconsin
to the extent that the 1939 Wisconsin Legis-
lature enacted an enabling act, which is still
in force, authorizing all local civil units and
State agencies, and especially the State high-
way commission, to cooperate in the develop=
ment of the Parkway, and providing for par=
ticipation in the cost with local and State
funds to the same extent as in constructing
other highways with Federal ald, our State
is prepared to aid actively in developing the
proposed parkway. The highway commis-
sion is authorized by law ‘to perform, on
behalf of the State, each and every duty re-
quired of the State by the act of the United
States Congress applicaule to such parkway
development, in order to secure the pro-
posed parkway development project for the
Btate’: Now, therefore, be it
“Resolved by the assembly (the senate con=-
curring), That the Wisconsin Legislature re-
spectfully requests the United States Con-
gress to enact such legislation as may be
necessary to effectuate the development of
the proposed parkway. In so doing, it sug-
gests that the public interest will be best
served by a parkway that will be useful for
commerce and available and suitable for pur-
poses of national defense, for which the loca-
tion is well adapted, as well as beautiful and
delightful for the traveler seeking recrea-
tion, the purposes for which parkways usually
are developed; be it further
“Resolved, That in thus presenting its
views the Wisconsin Legislature calls atten-
tion to its pledge of cooperation in the de-
velopment of the proposed parkway, as evi-
denced by the enabling act of the 1949 legis-
lature, presently section 84.105 of the Wis-
consin statutes; be it further
“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to each House of Congress and to
each Wisconsin Member thereof.
“OrA R. RICE,
“Speaker of the Assembly.
“ARTHUR L. May,
“Chief Clerk of the AssemDbly.
“GEORGE M. SMITH,
“President of the Senate.
“THOMAS M. DONAHUE,
*“Chief Clerk of the Senate.””

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Inter=
state and Foreign Commerce:

House Joint Memorial 7
“To the Honorable Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States in
Congress Assembled: -

“We, your memorialists, the Legislature of
the Btrte of Idaho, as assembled In its
thirty-first session, do respectiully represent
that—

“Whereas the western side of the Conti-
nental Divide and the waters thereof are
tributary to the Columbia River; and

“Whereas since time immemorial the spe-
cies of fish known as salmon have migrated
from the Pacific Ocean to the waters of the
State of Idaho for spawning purposes; and

“Whereas the United States has construct-
ed, or caused to be constructed, various dams
along the course of the said Columbia River,
which sald dams have obstructed the free
migration of said salmon; and

“Whereas the United States Government
allows and permits people to catch salmon
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commerecially in the waters of the said Co-
lumbia River by the use of seines and other
such devices; and

““Whereas by regulation of the United
Btates Government people fishing in the
waters of Idaho for salmon are allowed to
catch the same only with hook and line; and

‘““Whereas by reason of the said dams, and
the said commercial fishing, the waters of
Idaho are rapidly becoming depleted of sal-
mon: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Thirty-first Session of the Legislature
of the State of Idaho (the senate concur-
ring), That we respectfully urge upon the
Congress of the United States to take such
action as it deems necessary to regulate and
control the taking of salmon commercially
from the Columbia River, and to facilitate
the active and continued migration of the
salmon fish to the waters of the State of
Idaho; be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho be, and he is hereby au-
thorized and directed, to send copies of this
joint memorial to the President of the United
States, to the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, and to the
Becretary of the Interior of the United
Btates.”

A joint resolution of the legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Public Works:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 10

“Resolution relative to reactivation of the
Defense Highway Act of 1941

“Whereas the United States as a member
of the United Nations is engaged in a con-
flict in Asia; and

“Whereas the President of the United
States has declared a state of national emer-
gency; and

“Whereas the President and the Federal
Congress are ordering controls and limita-
tions on the usage of certain materials es-
sential to the national defense; and

“Whereas highway construction is vital as
well as essential to the national defense, par-
ticularly on the western frontier of the
United States, which is the probahle point of
first attack by an enemy of the United Na-
tions: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of Californa re-
spectfully memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States as follows:

*“{a) That materials necessary for highway
construction, including steel, cement, and
asphalt, continue to be made available for
the purpose of highway construction.

“{b) That the Defense Highway Act of
1941 be reactivated, and that appropriations
for the ‘strategic network’ and for ‘access
roads' be made under that act, not requiring
matching funds by States or counties, ade-
quate to meet defense highway needs, over
and above highway authorizations and ap-
propriations already made by the Eighty-first
Congress for the next two flscal years; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly be hereby directed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and to
each Senator and Representative from Cali-
fornia in the Congress of the United States.”

A joint resclution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 18
“Resolution relative to the compensation of
postal employees

“Whereas postal employees have not re-
celved any general wage increase since 1949,
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in which year they were granted a maximum
monthly increase of $10, despite evidence
Justifying a general increase of $40 per
month; and

“Whereas postal employees have suffered
no less from the high cost of living in the
last several years than other public em-
ployees and employees in private industry;
and

“Whereas most employees in public serv-
ice and in private industry have received one
or more cost-of-living wage increases since
1949; and

“Whereas aside from the cbvious Inequality
of treatment, there is a serlous possibility
that postal employees will not long be ahble
to resist the lure of greater reward for em-
ployment in defense and other industries:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California (jointly), That the
Congress of the United States is respectfully
memorlalized to enact legislation for an in-
crease in the compensation of postal em-
ployees commensurate with the existing cost
of living level; and be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the
assembly is directed to transmit a copy of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Post-
master General, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

A resolution of the House of Delegates of
the State of Maryland, relating to a more
equitable distribution of tax burdens; to the
Committee on Finance,

(See resolution printed in full when pre-
sented by Mr. O'Cowor on March 28, 1951,
Pp. 2936, CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the League of Women Voters of Newark,
N. J., signed by Ruth Lynn, president, pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation to ex-
tend the reciprocal trade agreements; to the
Committee on Finance,

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Parent-Teachers Assoclation, St. Albans,
N. Y., signed by Mabel 5. Eopp, correspond-
ing secretary, praving for the enactment of
legislation providing an increase in the staff
of the Federal Bureau of Narcotlcs; to the
Committee on Finance.

A cablegram in the nature of a memorial
from the Filipino Shipowners Association,
Manila, Philippine Islands, remonstrating
against the granting of charters to certain
Philippine ship operators; to the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the mayor and Commission Council of the
City of New Orleans, La., signed by deLesseps
8. Morrison, mayor, praying for the continu-
ation of the Speclal Committee To Investi-
gate Organized Crime in Interstate Com-
merce; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

The petition of Mr. and Mr. Anthony H.
James, of Anaconda, Mont., praying for the
contlnuation of the Special Committee To
Investigate Organized Crime in Interstate
Commerce; to the Commitiee on the Judi-
ciary.

Resolutions adopted by Allegheny Lodge
No. 339, BPOE, the Allegheny Aerie No. 827,
FOE, the Business Men's Association of the
East Nortk Side, and the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of America, local No. 100, all of Pitts-
burgh, Pa., tavoring the enactment of legis-
lation providing a 17-percent increase In
compensation for postal employees; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Letters and a postal card in the nature of
memorials, from sundry citizens of Chicago,
Ill., remonstrating against the enactment of
House bill 2882, to readjust postal rates; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.
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By Mr. THYE:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Minnesota; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

“Joint resolution memorializing the Congress
of the United States to reenact the emer-
gency maternity care program for the wives
of servicemen similar to the benefits pro-
vided for pregnant wives of servicemen
during World War II
“Whereas during World War II the Con-

gress of the United States enacted into law
the emergency maternity care program for
the benefit of pregnant wives of servicemen,
which legislation did much to alleviate the
hardship and distress experienced by the
wives and families of men called into active
service at a time when the husband is not
available or able to provide the necessary
care for his pregnant wife because of such
military service; and

“Whereas during the present national
emergency many of our young married men
are being called into active service with the
Armed Forces of our country, and already a
number of cases have arisen wherein actual
suffering and hardship has been experienced
by pregnant wives who have no one to help
or care for them, owing to the absence of
their husbands from home, except public
relief or such private charity as may be
available locally: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of Minnesota as follows:

*1. That the Congress of the United Btates
be requested to immediately reenact into law
the emergency maternity care program for
the benefit of pregnant wives of men serving
in the Armed Forces of the United States
during the present national emergency; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
Minnesota be instructed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the President of the
United States, the President of the Senate,
and to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States Congress, and
to each Member of the Congress from the
State of Minnesota.

“C. ELMER ANDERSON,
“President of the Senate.
“JoHN A, HARTLE,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.

“Passed the senate the 19th day of March
A. D. 1951.

“H. Y. ToRREY,
“Secretary of the Senate.

*Passed the house of representatives the
21st day of March A. D. 1951,

“G. H. LEAnY,
“Chief Clerk, House of Represent-
atives.

“Approved March 27, 1951.

“LuTHER W. YOUNGDAHL,
“Governor of the State of Minnesota.”

By Mr. LODGE (for himself and Mr,
SALTONSTALL, :

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Finance:

“Resolution memorializing the Mambers of
Congress from Massachusetts to reduce to
63 years the age for eligibility for old-age
assistance
“Whereas many inhabitants of the Com-

monwealth who have attained the age of

63 years are in need of old-age assistance;

and

“Whereas the provisions of Federal law rel-
ative to old-age assistance are inadequate to
care for such persons: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Gener ‘1 Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby respectfully urges the
Congress of the United States to enact legis-
lation granting old-age assistance to persons
who have attalied the age of 63 years; and be
it further
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“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the
Commonwealth to fthe President of the
United States, to the Presiding Officer of each
branch of Congress, and to the Members
thereof from this Commonwealth.

“In senate, adopted, March 21, 1951,

“IrviNG N. HAYDEN, Clerk.

“In house of representatives, adopted, in
concurrence, March 26, 1951,

“LAWRENCE R. Grove, Clerk.

“A true copy.

“Attest:

“EpWARD J. CRONIN,
“Secretary of the Commonwealth.”

By Mr. WELKER:

A joint resolution nf the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, relating to amendment
of the Trade Agreement Extension Act of
1951, pertaining to tariff revisions now being
negotiated at Torquay, England, and so
forth; to the Committee on Finance.

(See joint resolution printe  in full when
presented by Mr. DworsHAK, on March 21.
1951, p. 2724, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

By Mr. WELEER:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs:

“House Joint Memorial 8

*“To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Con-
gress Assembled:

*“We, your memorialists, the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, as assembled in the
thirty-first session, do respectfully represent
that—

“Whereas the small mine operators of the
State of Idaho constitute a vital and impor-
tant part of the economy of Idaho; and

“Whereas the operators and owners of
mines constitute a vital and important
source of discovery and development of im-
portant and strategic materials; and

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States has appropriated moneys for the pur-
pose of assisting the small mine owners and
operators in the United States; and

“Whereas the distribution and expenditure
of these moneys is administered by agencies
of the Federal Government in States outside
the State of Idaho; and

“Whereas the procedure required by the
Federal Government in making application
for and ultimately receiving aid and assist-
ance, is so cumbersome and detailed, and
must be channeled through an agency of-
fice in distant States, that it is nearly im-
possible for the small mine owners in Idaho
to receive the aid and assistance of moneys
80 appropriated by Congress; and

“Whereas in view of the present world con=
ditions, the continued operation of the small
mine owners and operators is deemed neces=
sary: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Thirty-first Session of the Legislature
of the State of Idaho (the senate concur-
ring), That we most respectfully urge upon
the Congress of the United States to take
such action as It deems necessary to sim-
plify and expedite the flow of Federal moneys
to the small mine owners and operators in
the State of Idaho; and that to accomplish
this purpose, it is respectfully recommend-
ed that the inspector of mines of the State
of Idaho, along with other similar offices in
the several States, be authorized to receive
and process applications for assistance, and
to that end, the requirements to receive such
assistance be simplified; be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho be, and he is hereby au=
thorized and directed to send copies of this
Joint memorial to the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States; to the
United States Senators and Representatives
of the State of Idaho; to the Secretary of
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the Interior; to the United States Bureau of
Mines, and to the United States Geological
Survey.”

(Mr. DWORSHAK presented a joint resolu-
tion of the Legislature of the State of Idaho,
identical with the foregoing, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.)

(The VICE PRESIDENT lald before the
Senate a joint resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Idaho identical with the
foregoing, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.)

By Mr. DWORSHAK :

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Appro-
priations:

“House Joint Memorial 6

“To the President of the United States, the
United States Senate, and to the House
of Representatives of the United States:

“We, your memorialists, the Legislature of
the State of Idaho, duly and regularly as-
sembled in legislative session, respectfully
represent that—

“Whereas the Albeni Falls project, recom-
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his re-
port published as Senate Document No. 9,
Eighty-first Congress of the United States,
first session, as proposed for flood control,
navigation, and power, 1s located on Pend
Oreille River in Bonner County, solely in the
State of Idaho: and

“Whereas the proposed power plant at the
site of the Albeni Falls project will contain
three units, each with a rated capacity of
14,200 kilowatts, and when said project, in
coordinated operation with system plants at
Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, Foster Creek,
McNary, and Bonneville will add 168,000 kilo-
watts of nominal prime power to the system;
and

“Whereas said projec. was authorized in
the Flood Control Act of 1950, approved by
the President May 17, 1950 (Public Law 518,
Blst Congress), and the Budget of the
United States, for the fiscal year 1852 con-
tains an item of $10,000,000 for initiation of
construction of said project: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Idaho (the senate concur-
ring), That we most respectfully urge upon
the Congress of the United States that the
appropriation of the said $10,000,000, or any
amount for the initiation of construction of
sald project be conditioned upon there being
allocated or reserved to the State of Idaho
for future use and disposition by that State
without restriction, an equitable portion of
the firm power available from the Albeni
Falls power plant, or such allotment or res-
ervation of said portion of power to be made
avallable to the State of Idaho for future
use in, and disposition by that State in such
manner as to the Congress may seem appro-
priate, and that the political subdivisions
of this State whose taxable value is reduced
by reason of acquisition by the United States
of property for construction and operation
of the dam, power plant and reservoir, be
reimbursed by an annual payment in lieu
of taxes equal to the tax which would have
been collected on such property were it not
owned by the United States; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of
the State of Idaho be authorized, and he is
hereby directed to forward certified copies
of this memorial to the President of the
United States, the Senate of the United
States, and the House of Representatives of
the United States, and to the Senators and
Representatives representing this State in
the Congress of the United States.”

(Mr. WELKER presented a joint resolution
of tha Legislature of the State of Idaho,
identical with the foregoing, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations.)
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(The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a joint resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Idaho, identical with the
foregoing, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.)

HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO—RESO-
LUTION OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
TWIN FALLS (IDAHO) CANAL CO.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, the
people of Idaho are very much disturbed
about the attitude of the Bureau of
Reclamation toward our people and
their constitutional rights. For this
reason, I present for appropriate refer-
ence, and ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp, a resolution
unanimously adopted by the Twin Falls
Canal Co., of Twin Falls, Idaho, relating
to the subject.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas the President in his budget mes-
sage to the Congress on January 15, 1951,
has recommended the authorization and
immediate construction of the Hells Canyon
project on the Snake River, for the purpose
of producing electric power and energy; and

Whereas the people of Idaho have a rioral
and legal right to expect that in any pro-
gram for the utilization of Snake River
waters, which flow for 780 miles through
Idaho and along its borders, authorizing
legislation should provide for the protection
of lands now under irrigation and for the
future reclamation of arid lands, and other
consumptive uses, in the Snake River Basin;
and

Whereas Idaho's economy is basically ag-
ricultural and development of our arid land
offers the soundest opportunity for further
growth; and

Whereas any proposal to construct Hells
Canyon Dam without reference or benefit to
irrigation requirements of the Snake River
Basin would be in conflict with and in re-
pudiation of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
long standing policy of coordinating recla-
mation and power developments and allo-
cating assistance to irrigation out of rev-
enues derived from the production of elec-
tric power: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the board of directors of the
Twin Falls Canal Co., That—

1. Legislation autrorizing the Hells Can-
yon project should provide adequate protec-
tion of Idaho's right to the future upstream
consumptive uses of the waters of the Snake
River.

2, Legislation authorizing the Hells Can-
yon project should state as its purposes the
production of power and the reclamation of
arid lands of the Snake River Basin, and the
two treated as a single unit of legislation.

3. Legislation authorizing the Hells Canyon
project should at the same time authorize
the Payette unit of the Mountain Home
project and should clearly provide earmarked
financial assistance or subsidy needed for
construction of the irrigation features of the
Mountain Home project without reference
to the needs of other projects, and in an
amount which is adequate to insure con-
struction of the irrigation features at any
time the Congress makes the necessary
appropriations.

4. Legislation authorizing that the Hells
Canyon project should contain adequate
provision reserving for Idaho for her future
needs a minimum of 500,000 kilowatts of
firm power to offset the potential power loss
resulting from the floodlng of low-head
power sites by the construction of Hells
Canyon Dam, such allocation to be made
to the State without limitation as to use
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or conditions of resale, and to be made avail-
able by the Federal Government to the dis«
tribution agency designated by the State at
a price not in excess «f that which would
result if the low-head projects were devel-
oped and financed by venture capital.

5. Legislation authorizing the Hells Canyon
project should provide for appropriate rec-
ompense to the State of Idaho for the loss
of future taxable values that will result from
the flocding of upstream power sites as a
result of the construction of Hells Canyon
Dam,

Be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to Idaho’s Representatives in Congress,
to the Governor of the State of Idaho, and
to the Secretary of the Interior.

POLICY OF INDIAN BUREAU WITH RE-
EPECT TO DISAPPROVAL OF ATTOR-
NEYS' CONTRACTS WITH INDIAN
TRIBES

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD, a resolution adopted at a
duly assembled meeting of the All-
Fueblo Council, on March 10, 1951, relat-
ing to the present policy of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs with respect to the
disapproval of attorneys’ contracts with
Indian tribes.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION OF THE ALL-PUEBLO COUNCIL

At a duly assembled meeting of the All-
Pueblo Council on this 10th day of March
1951, there was discussed the present policy
of the Indian Bureau with respect to ap-
proval of attorneys’ contracts for tribes and,
after full and complete discussion, the fol-
lowing resolution was adopted:

Be it resolved, That the present policy
of the Indian Bureau with respect to dis-
approval of attorneys' conizacts with Indian
tribes is unfair, in violation of our rights as
citizens, and is to be condemned; that this
body give its support to Felix S, Cohen and
others in their present pending appeal to
the Secretary of the Interior in opposition
of this policy; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to the President of the United Btates,
all Congressmen from New Mexico, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, the Commissioner of
Indian Affairs, and all attorneys of record
opposing the position of the Indian Bureau.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr, BUTLER of Nebraska:

B.1236. A bill for the relief of Kim Song

Nore; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CASE:

S.1237. A bill to provide for elections in
the District of Columbia, to provide a dele-
gate in the House of Representatives, to
establish a District Couneil, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr, ECTON:

8. 1238, A bill authorizing the Secretary of
the Interior to issue a patent in fee to Eileen
Ida Sanders; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, BREWSTER:

B. 1239, A bill for the relief of Peter Lukaec
and his wife, Suzanne Lukac; to the Com=-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. KILGORE:

§.1240. A bill for the relief of Vanin Ro-
mildo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S.1241. A bill to provide a system of trans-
continental superhighways; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. McMAHON:

S.1242. A bill for the relief of Salomon
Henri Laifer; and

S.1243. A bill for the relief of Anthony N.
Goraleb; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

S.1244. A bill to amend the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950 to except the Territory
of Alaska from certain restrictions upon the
making of Federal contributions, and to
amend the provisions thereof relating to the
taking of oaths by certain civil defense per-
sonnel; to the Committee on Armed Services,

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.1245. A bill to establish a program of
grants-in-aid to assist the States to provide
maternity and infant care for the wives and
infants of enlisted members of the Armed
Forces during the present emergency; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. HumpHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

5.1246. A bill to amend certain laws re-
lating to the submission of postmasters’ ac-
cou-ts under oath, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr.
TarFT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BENTON, Mr,
BrewsTeER, Mr. BuTLER of Nebraska,
Mr. Cain, Mr. Durr, Mr. FERGUSON,
Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr,
HeNNINGS, Mr. HiLL, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. HunT, Mr, Ives, Mr. JoENsSON of
Colorado, Mr, KEFAUVER, Mr. KILGORE,
Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. LoDGe, Mr. MagnU-
soN, Mr, MarTIN, Mr. McMaxon, Mr,
MozgSE, Mr. MURRAY, Mr, NEeLY, Mr,
O’'CoNoRr, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. SALTON-
sTALL, Mr, SMiTH of New Jersey, Mr,
SparxMAN, Mr., TaYE, Mr, ToseY, Mr,

7 Youne, and Mrs. SmitH of Maine):

S.1247. A bill t~ provide for the granting
of financial aid to Israel; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, "

(See the remarks of Mr. DouGrLas when he
introfuced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. EILGORE:

8. J. Res. 58. Joint resolution authorizing
the President lo issue a proclamation desig-
nating October 31 of each year as Youth
Honor Day; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

GRANTS-IN-AID TO STATES FOR MATER-
NITY AND INFANT CARE FOR WLVES AND
INFANTS OF MEMBERS OF ARMED
FORCES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
infroduce for appropriate reference a bill
to provide an emergency program of
grants-in-aid to the States to assist in
providing medical, nursing, and hospital
maternity and infant care for the wives
and infants of the enlisted members of
the Armed Forces, and I ask unanimous
consent that a statement prepared by me
explanatory of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the explanatory
statement will be printed in the Recorp.
The Chair hears no objection.

The bill (8. 1245) to establish a pro-
gram of grants-in-aid to assist the
States to provide maternity and infant
care for the wives and infants of enlist-
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ed members of the Armed Forces during
the present emergency, introduced by
Mr. HuMPHREY, was read twice by its ti-
tle, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

The explanatory statement is as fol-
lows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY

This bill is in harmony with the program
which our Government developed during
World War II. That program was initiated
in the First Deficiency Appropriation Act,
1943 (Public Law 11, 78th Cong.), and was
continued by successive appropriation acts
until it was terminated by the Federal Secu-
rity Agency Appropriation Act, 1948 (Public
Law 165, 80th Cong.). The program in
World War IT was administered by the Chil-
dren's Bureau under the supervision and
control of the Secretary of Labor and later
was transferred to the Federal Security Ad-
ministrator when the Children's Bureau was
transferred to that agency. My bill follows
that administrative arrangement.

The one significant change between the
bill which I am introducing and the prac-
tice followed during World War II relates to
the grade of the enlisted men who would
benefit from the program. My bill provides
that the State emergency maternity and in-
fant care prcgrams are to provide maternity
and infant care for the wives and infants
of enlisted men In all grades. During
World War II the program's benefits were
restricted to the wives and infants of en-
listed men of the fourth, fifth, sixth, and
seventh pay grades, which correspond to the
current classifications of first, second, third,
and fourth pay grades.

In view of the fact that this bill provides
for an emergency program, I have included a
provision terminating the program at the
close of the fiscal year In which the Presi-
dent declares a termination of the present

national emergency.

It is essential, Mr. President, that the Con-
gress enact a program of maternity and in-
fant care. Many cases have arisen where
pregnant wives of our servicemen have
found it financially impossible to meet
their medical and health needs as the result
of the fact that the family's income was
substantially reduced when the family
breadwinner was taken into the Armed
Forces. At a time when we are calling mil-
lions of our young men and women to serve
their Nation in the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps, it is vital that the Con-
gress face up to its responsibilities and pro-
vide for their families. The program en-
visaged by my bill is but the beginning of
our responsibility,

FINANCIAL AID TO ISRAEL

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. TarFT], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpeErsoN], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. BenTonl, the
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER],
the Senator from Washington [Mr,
Cain], the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. DuFr], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. FErcUson], the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GiLLeTTE], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr, Hirrl, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunrl,
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ivesl,
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver], the Senator from West Vir-
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ginia [Mr. Kircorel, the Senator from
New York [Mr. Lerman], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobpcel, the
Senator from Washington [Mr, MaGNU-
son], the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MarTIN], the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr, McManon], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from Montana [Mr, MurraY], the Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy], the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O'Conorl,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
Pastore]l, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SaLToNsTaLL], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr, Smitr], the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. TrYE], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
ToeeY], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Younc], and the Senator from
Maine [Mrs. Smitr] I introduce for ap-
propriate reference a bill to provide for
the granting of financial aid to Israel.
For the information of Senators con-
cerning this important measure and in
the light of the serious developments of
recent days in the Near East, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, together
with the formal request of the Ambassa-
dor of Israel and a joint statement by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and my=-
self be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the bill together
with the formal request and joint state-
ment will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 1247) to provide for the
granting of financial aid to Israel, intro-
duced by Mr. Doucras (for himself and
other Senators), was read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

Be il enacted, ete., That this act may be
cited as the “Israel Ald Act of 1951."

SEc. 2. It is the purpose of this act to give
financial aid in the form of grants to the
Government of Israel in order to assist the
people of Israel in developing their natural
resources, expanding their agricultural and
industrial economy, and increasing their
productive capacity and facilities, and by
such assistance, to promote the security and
general welfare of the United States and of
Israel, and to strengthen the ties of friend-
ship between the people of the United States
and the people of Israel, thereby furthering
the basic objectives of the Charter of the
United Nations.

Sec. 3. In order to carry out the purpose
of this act, there are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the President during the
period ending June 30, 1952, not to exceed
in the aggregate $150,000,000.

SEC. 4. No assistance under the authority
of this act shall be made available until an
agreement is entered into between Israel and
the United States containing such under-
takings on the part of Israel as the Presi-
dent may find necessary to carry out the
purpose of this act.

Bec. 5. Notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law, the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation is authorized and directed, until
such time as an appropriation shall be made
pursuant to section 3 of this act, to make
advances not to exceed in the aggregate
$50,000,000 to carry out the provisions of
this act, in such manner, at such time, and
in such amounts as the President shall de-
termine, and no interest shall be charged on
advances made by the Treasury to the Re=
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construction Finance Corporation for this
purpose. The Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration shall be repald without interest for
advances made by it hereunder, from funds
made avallable for the purpose of this act.

SEc. 6. Assistance under this act shall be
terminated by the President whenever he, or
Congress by concurrent resolution, deter-
mines that because of changed conditions
continuation of such assistance 1s unneces-
sary or undesirable.

The formal request and joint state-
ment are as follows:

ForMAL REQUEST OF THE GOVERNMENT OF
ISRAEL TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES
The Ambassador of Israel presents his

compliments to the honorable the Secre-

tary of State and has the honor to submit
herewith a request by the Government of

Israel for financial assistance by grants-in-

aid from the United States of America, to

the extent of $150,000,000 for the period July

1, 1951, to June 30, 1952.

2. After estlmating its potential sources
of foreign exchange for that period, and not-
withstanding the remarkable efforts and
sacrifices which the people of Israel are mak-
ing toward the zttainment of economic sta-
bility, the Government of Israel still faces the
prospect of a considerable dollar deficiency.
If this shortage cannot be made good, it
will become impossible to maintain living
standards even at their present reduced level,
while Israel's industrial and agricultural de-
velopment is liable to become impeded, or
even paralyzed, through lack of continuous
supplies of raw materials and capital goods.
On the other hand, the availability of ade-
quate dollar exchange would enable Israel
to advance rapidly toward increased produc-
tivity and economic equilibrium during the
coming few years of heavy immigration.

3. The Government of Israel has observed
the historic role of the United States aid
programs in enabling many other friendly
countries, in similar emergencies, to achieve
rapid economic recovery. It also recalls
with gratitude the many acts testifying to
the special ties of friendship between the
peoples of the United States and Israel. In
that spirit the Government of Israel now

. calls attention to its economic problems,

many of which go far beyond the normal
scope of national responsibility.

4. Immediately upon the proclamation of
its independence, and while still struggling
agalnst heavy odds for sheer physical sur-
vival, Israel set itself to discharge the pri-
mary mission for which it was established.
Waves of immigration have converged upon
Israel from all parts of the world, especially
from central, southern, and eastern Europe,
and from Islamic countries in west Asia and
north Africa. The Jews remaining in cen-
tral and eastern Europe are but the pathetic
remnants of once prosperous communities
whose manpower and institutions were ruth-
lessly consumed by murderous persecution
unparalleled in the annals of history, Their
desire to abandon the scene of their people's
agony and martyrdom 1is overpowering. It is
reinforced by their inborn preference for
a life of democratic freedom in a soclety
which upholds as the chief focus of national
pride the very Jewish traditions and asso-
clations which had been the target of such
brutal persecution in Europe. On the other
hand, in many parts of the Moslem world
Jewish minorities have lived for centuries
under an intermittent and precarious toler-
ance, punctuated by periods of disorder
and oppression. In recent generations the
rise of & strong national consciousness
throughout this area has imparted to Jew-
ish minorities a sharpened sense of separate=-
ness and insecurity. At the same time, the,
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echoes of Israel’s achievement have awak-
ened a messianic urge for redemption, which
makes Jewlsh minorities in Arab countries
increasingly unwilling to sustain a lot so
stolcally borne by their ancestors for cen=-
turies past, as long as it seemed inexorable.
An independent state which makes the ab-
sorption and rehabilitation of Jewish immi-
grants the central purpose of Its life has
become a compelling magnet to all Jews who
lack freedom and dignity in their present
abodes. This is one of the spontaneous and
frresistible movements of mass migration
which have revolutionized the history of
peoples. In recent months the threat of
world confiict has added a fresh incentive to
Jewish immigration—a desperate urge to
find shelter before the storm breaks, and
while liberty of movement still remains.

5. While the rate and scale of immigra=-
tion to Israel are largely determined by con-
ditions in Europe and the Moslem world,
Israel’s resolve to accept immigrants with-
out restriction is animated by a sense of in-
escapable responsibility. The people of Is-
rael are themselves, for the most part, im-
migrants—survivors of pogroms and perse-
cuftion; they know well that to refuse entry
to their kinsmen now may mean the renun-
ciation of that erucial opportunity forever.
Indeed, some countries have actually es-
tablished official dead lines before which all
prospective emigrants must leave. It is in-
conceivable that Israel can incur the moral
responsibility for whatever might befall Jews
who seek admission to Israel and are denied
it. Jewish communities throughout the
world, and especially in the United States,
have spent much effort and sacrifice on Is-
rael’s behalf, in the clear expectation that
they were thus establishing a permanent
haven for all oppresced and insecure Jews
in need of a home. It is noteworthy that
President Truman's recommendation in 1946
for the transfer of Jewish displaced persons
from Europe to Palestine marked the begin-
ning of the United States’ specific interest
in the search for a solution of this prob-
lem. Thus, every circumstance of humani-
tarian concern and moral principle compels
Isracl, with the fervent approval of its own
public and of Jewish opinlon everywher ,
to uphold and maintain freedom of immi-
gration. Moreover, from the viewpoint of
Israel’'s own interest, even if heavy immi-
gration 1s accounted an economic liability
in the short term, it must certainly in the
long run be regarded as an asset, since it
will enhance Israel's self-reliance, its eco-
nomic strength, and its creative capacity.

6. The conditions which govern the scale
of immigration to Israel can well be illus-
trated by reference to the Jews of Iraq.
When the Government of Iraq allowed Iraqgl
Jews to register for emigration, it was
thought by many observers that no more
than 30,000 would exercise that option. In
fact, about 105,000 out of a total 130,000 Jews
registered for emigration and made plans
to leave for Israel. On receiving permission
to leave the country, an Iraqi Jew loses his
citizenship, whereupon it becomes urgent
to effect his emigration without delay. In
recent months, the Government of Israel
has been exhorted by the Government of
the United States and by the United King-
dom to make every effort to speed up the
evacuation of Iraqi Jews. The Government
of Israel, in pursuance of its own policy, has
increased the monthly rate threefold in full
knowledge of the resulting aggravation of
its financial problems.

7. As a result of this immigration, the
dominant feature in the life of Israel is the
spectacular increase of its population. On
May 14, 1948, the Jewish population of Pales-
tine was 650,000. Between that date and the
end of 1850, 511,000 immigrants have entered
the country, representing a T8-percent in-
crease In the over-all population total.
About half a million new immigrants are
expected to arrive within the next 3 or 4
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years. By the end of 1954, Israel will have
trebled its population mainly by immigra-
tion. This rate of population increase has
no precedent; manifestly it calls for a fi-
nancial effort on an unusual scale,

8. In receiving these immigrants Israel has
solved problems which would otherwise fall
on international agencies and on other gov-
ernments. For example, the admission to
Israel of nearly all Jews from displaced-per-
sons camps in the American zone of Ger-
many has directly liberated the United
States Treasury from a considerable and con-
tinuous expenditure. For many years the
European refugee problem had baflled the
resources and capacity of the refugee organi-
zations established under the auspices of the
League of Nations and the United Nations.
Israel has absorbed large numbers of refu-
gees who were the objects of this interna-
tional concern, without even having received
any reparation from Germany for the whole-
sale spoliatlon and destruction of Jewish
property in Europe. Moreover, by absorbing
Jewish communities which were living in
conditions of insecurity or diserimination,
Israel has eliminated potential points of
friction and instability in more than one
area of the world.

9. The difficulty of financing the absorp-
tion of this enormous population increase
has been aggravated still further by Israel’s
defense burdens. At its very inception,
Israel was forced to mobilize all its resources
in fighting, alone and unaided, its battle of
survival against overwhelming odds. The
aggressive onslaught of the Arab States was
successfully repelled; yet their persistent re-
fusal to conclude a final peace settlement
continues to strain the resources of Israel by
necessitating heavy defense expenditure, on
which also the mounting international ten-
sion has an inevitable bearing.

10. In addition to the burdens imposed by
immigration and defense, the Government of
Israel has undertaken to make its due con-
tribution toward the solution of the Arab
refugee problem in the Near East. It has
declared its willingness to support the re-
integration fund to be established by the
United Nations by paying into it funds ac-
cruing from compensation for abandoned
Arab lands, on the understanding that such
funds will be used for the permanent reset-
tlement of Arab refugees in conditions
which would conform with their own wel-
fare and with the ultimate stability of the
Near East. Under this arrangement, which
has been publicly announced in the United
Nations, Israel 1is probably assuming a
heavier financial commitment in the Arab
refugee problem than any other single mem-
ber government, notwithstanding the fact
that the problem itself was actually created
in the course of a deliberate attempt to de-
stroy Israel's existence, as a result of which
Israel sustained heavy and widespread ma-
terial damage.

11, A country which increases its popula-
tion by 80 percent in 214 years, while simul-
taneously sustaining a heavy burden for its
defense and preparing to make a substantial
financial contribution toward the solution of
the Arab refugee problem, cannot obviously
develop its productive resources to the ex-
tent required by these vast burdens without
massive outside assistance. Israel, however,
has itself made a maximal effort to solve the
economice problems with which it has been
confronted. This effort has been made in
two directions. On the one hand the stand-
ard of living of the population has been
drastically reduced. On the other hand,
every possible means has been adopted to
increase production in both agriculture and
industry, with impressive results. Whereas
the population increased by 80 percent in
214 years, agricultural production rose dur-
ing the same period by 70-80 percent and
industrial production by 40-50 percent. It
is clear, therefore, that Israel is seeking sup-
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plementary external aid only after having
imposed upon itself heavy sacrifice and con~
siderable self-denial,

12. The magnitude of the effort which
Israel has put forth for its own economic
development is illustrated by the achieve-
ment of net new investment of approxi-
mately the equivalent of $190,000,000 in the
calendar year 1948, and of approximately
§275,000,000 in 1950. This new investment
was equivalent to more than 25 percent of
Israel's total national Income in 1949, and to
more than 30 percent of the national income
in 1950. Yet, Israel now proposes further
to raise its annual Investment target to the
equivalent of approximately $500,000,000.
There is no choice: no lesser target would be
compatible with the full productive employ-
ment of Israel's people. But it is obvious
that the gap in the balance of payments,
which is the most striking expression of
Israel's economic difficulties, cannot be closed
by its own exertions in the immediate future.

13, Since heavy immigration seems certain
to continue for the next 3 or 4 years, the
consequent dislocation of Israel’s economy is
bound to persist for that period. The very
measures Which Israel is adopting to add to
its productive capacity are liable, in the short
run, to increase the disturbance in the bal-
ance of payments. The required diversiom
of Israel's own resources from production fop
current consumption to investment work wilt
create inflationary pressure on scarce sup-
plies of consumption goods. Israel is grate=
ful for the great contribution to her longs
term productive facilities which is being
made through the credits of $135,000,000 re-
ceived from the United States Export-Import
Bank, Israel also places great reliance for
her economic development on the resources
for productive purposes which will be sought
through the sale of bonds to the public in
the United States of America. These imports
for specific investment purposes, however,
need to be supplemented by a diversion of
Israel’s own productive capacity from con-
sumption needs to the production of capital
goods. The grant-in-aid from the Govern-
ment of the United States, for which the
Government of Israel is herewith applying,
would bridge this gap in the availability of
consumption goods until the increased pro-
duction of Israel, which will be the conse-
quence of the capital imports, can catch up
with the needs of the population and assure
economic stebility. This American aid, ex-
tended over a brief period of time, can lead
to the achievement of Israel's economic
equilibrium, in full conformity with the con-
cept of economic recovery which has inspired
the aid programs of the United States since
their inception.

14. Most prominent among the purposes
for which grant-in-aid assistance is request=-
ed is one most directly connected with im=
migration: If the immigrants are to be em-
ployed productively, ghey must have houses
near their places of work. The house to be
provided is of the simplest character, having
an average total cost of approximately £750,
the equivalent of $2,100. At the present
time, many tens of thousands of immigrants
are in huts and tents. The average housing
rate of the population of Israel is three per-
sons per room, while a large part of the
population lives at the standard of five per-
sons per room. To alleviate this shortage, it
is proposed to build approximately 70,000
housing units in the year July 1, 1951-June
80, 1952, to accommodate roughly 250,000
persons, The total cost would be approxi-
mately $150,000,000—and Israel is reconciled
to the need for meeting by far the larger
part of this total cost from its own resources.
A grant-in-ald of approximately $30,000,000
is needed to meet foreign exchange costs
of materials, imported fixtures, and con-
struction machinery. Israel’s own invest-
ment in the program would be four times
as great as the requested grant-in-aid,



1951

15. Grant-in-aid assistance in the form of
supplies needed specifically to restrain the
stress of the inflationary pressures is re-
quested in the amount of $105,000,000. As
mentioned above. in the year July 1, 1951-
June 30, 1952, Israel will be attempting to
raise her total investment toward the target
of an annual rate of approximately $500,
000,000. Even under a system of austerity,
Israel will require, in the year July 1, 1951-
June 30, 1052, at the price levels which pre-
vail today, about §225,000,000 of imports
apart from imports for specific investment
purposes,

16. An additional grant in aid of approxi-
mately $15,000,000 is reguested for the in-
surance and shipping costs connected with
the delivery of the above commodities in
Israel. This amount has been estimated on
the assumption that the affected commodi-
ties would be purchased not only in the
United States but also in other friendly
countries, from which shipping costs might
in some cases be lower than from the United
States.

17. The specific uses of the requested grant
in aid might then be outlined as in the fol-
lowing table:

Approximate list of purchases to be financed
with requested grant in aid

A. Materials, fixtures, and
equipment required to be
imported for the construc-
tion of 70,000 housing
unite_ oo memmemme==ee $30, 000, 000

B. Supplies required to restrain
the inflationary pressure
of the investment and
defense programs:

(a) Wheat..eeeccncaemaua 25, 000,000
(b) Fodders_._.__---—-----. 15,000, 000
(c) Oilseeds. .o——-- mmemm=s 10, 000, 000
(d) Fertilizers and seeds-. 10, 000, 000
(e) Cotton, other fibers,
and textile mate-
oty )| LTI Ot S 10, 000, 000
(f) Leather, hides, chemi=
cals, and minor ma-
terials. . . oeccaaooo 10,000,000
(g) Petroleum.___._____... 25, 000, 000
105, 000, 000
C. Shipping and insurance serv-
pia s P R - 15, 000, 000
Total...- ~sc b =---=- 8150, €00, 000

18. The ciuse link between economic sta-
bility and peutical freedom is becoming in-
creasingly understood in all parts of the
world. The future of Israel’s social and po=-
litical system is an issue of direct conse-
quence to the cause of world democracy,
Israel has established a parliamentary de-
mocracy in an area where democratic ideals
and principles have not yet struck deep
roots. While many countries have recently
achieved institutional freedom, not all have
simultaneously fought with any marked ef-
fect against the traditional social and eco-
nomic inertia which condemns countless
multitudes to a life of squalor and misery.
Unless democracy proves its capacity both
to insure political freedom and to realize
a vision of society based on expanding hori-
zons of material warfare and cultural prog-
ress, it will find itself hard-pressed in its
struggle to compete against feudal tradi-
tionalism on the one hand and modern nega-
tions of political democracy on the other.
The success of Israel’s efforts to combine
political freedom with econcmic progress
will certainly affect the prestige of democ-
racy in the crucial area of which Israel is a
part. Israel’s experience and achievement
in soil conservation, land development, irri-
gation, technological research, industrial
progress, as well as in cooperative organiza-
tion and social freedom, are intimately rele-
vant to the most acute problems which afflict

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

such wide areas of the Near East with condi-
tions of backwardness and dearth. Thus, any
strengthening of Israel's efforts to achieve
a high degree of development must be re-
garded as a contribution to the progress and
stability of the entire Near East. For, despite
the transient political conflicts which now
divide it, the Near East cannot in the long
run fall to be affected by progressive ex-
amples, In this respect, too, aid to Israel
would fully conform with the principles
which have determined the United States’
aid program.

19. On June 20, 1922, the Congress of the
United States of America unanimously re-
corded its sympa.ay for the “aspirations of
the Jewish people to rebuild their ancient
home-land.” On Dzcember 19, 1945, the Con-
gress, in a concurrent resolution, advocated
the establishment of a democratic common-
wealth in Palestine “to the end that the
country should be opened for free entry of
Jews.” In a resolution of greeting on the
anniversary of Israel's independence in Muy
1950, the United States Senate paid tribute
to the emergence of Israel as an objective in
which the American people had indicated
their sympathetic interest for many years.
In the last three decades successive Pres-
idents of the United States have associated
the American people, by close bonds of
sympathy and support, with the rebirth of
Israel as a modern embodiment of an an-
cient tradition which bequeathed to the
world some of the basic moral ideals on which
western civilization is founded. At every
decisive stage in Israel's recent development,
the efforts and sacrifices of Israel's people,
and of Jewish communities working for
Israel’s welfare, have received notable sup-
port from the President, the Government,
and the Congress of the United States of
America, American representatives in the
United Nations have carried this policy into
the highest international forum. Israel will
always feel the most profound gratitude for
the memorable steps taken by President
Truman and the Government of the United
States in favor of the reestablishment of an
independent Israel, its officlal recognition,
and its formal admission to the world com-
munity. In seeking the support of the
United States for its arduous task of eco-
nomic development and consolidation, and
for its unprecedented efforts in providing
homes for so many within so short a time,
the Government of Israel is advocating the
maintenance and extension of a traditional
relationship firmly established in the hearts
of both peoples.

JOINT STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOUGLAS AND
SENATOR TAFT ON A1 TO ISRAEL

We believe there are very good reasons for
our country to extend to Israel at this time
the economic assistance for which her Gov-
ernment has recently made formal request,
and we are glad to introduce in the Sen=-
ate, with the joint sponsorship of 34 other
Senators, a bill to make this possible.

This bill would authorize appropriations
aggregating $150,000,000 for the period up
to July 1, 1952, and requires an agreement
by Israel to such undertakings as the Presi-
dent may find necessary for the purposes of
tne measure, Advances up to $50,000,000 by
RFC would be authorized prior to appro-
priations.

While Israel is scarcely 3 years old as a
modern state, its achievements have already
been historic. It has come through a bitter
struggle for independence with courage,
honor, and suceess. It has created a demo-
cratic, political structure and participated as
& respected member in the councils of the
United Nations. It probably has the strong-
est army in the Near East, aside from Turkey.
We are informed that its agricultural pro-
duction has risen 70 to 80 percent in 215
Years, its industrial production 40 to 50
percent.
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Despite these and other phenomenal gains,
the past 214 years have seen heavy, though
welcome, new responsibilities cast upon this
state. Five hundred and ten thousand im-
migrants entered Israel in that period, an
increase of 78 percent in the country's over=
all population. Another half million are ex-~
pected within the next 3 to 4 years. Despite
herolc efforts of her own people, generous
gifts of others, and a substantial lo.n from
the Export-Import Bank, there is a wide gap
in the availability of consumer goods. This
not only has recessitated a serious reduction
in standards of living, but also threatens a
disastrous inflation. The needs of Israel, as
well as recognition of her outstanding record
of achievement, call for the most earnest
consideration of this proposal for assistance.

Beyond humanitarian considerations, im-
portant strategic factors indicate the vital
importance of helping this new nation to
keep herself healthy and strong and free.
The menace of new aggressions by Commu-
nist tyranny in Iran or elsewhere in the
Near East is great. Israel is a bulwark in
that area for world democracy. In the light
of American self-interest, we cannot ignore
the situation prevailing in those countries.

The economic assistance to strengthen free
nations which since World War II has been
such a significant part of our American
policy should, in our opinion, now be ex-
tended to Israel. We belleve this can and
must be done within the over-all limits set
in the budget by President Truman for
foreign aid.

The "urposes for which it is Intended to
use this assistance include materials for
70,000 desnerately needed housing units and
grains, cotton, petroleum, hides, and other
supplies required to block the dangerous
inflationary pressures. The contributions
which the people of Israel themselves must
make are much greater, but the assistance
called for in this bill is essenulal to Israel's
stability and reconstruction success.

‘We hope, therefore, that this bill for aid
to Isracl may have early study and favor-
able action. This can be a timely and effec-
tive contribution to the protection of the
free world and a welcome continuation of
Ameriecan assistance to a people whose initia-
tive, enterprize, and dedication to the build-
ing of a genuinely democratic state in the
Near East are an inspiration to all.

CITATIONS OF MORRIS ELEINMAN AND
LOUIS ROTHEOPF FOR CONTEMPT OF
THE SENATE—MOTION TO RECONSIDER
VOTES

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I enter a
motion to reconsider the votes by which
Senate Resolution 119, citing Morris
Kleinman for contempt of the Senate,
and Senate Resolution 120, citing Louis
Rothkopf for contempt of the Senate,
were agreed to by the Senate on Friday,
March 30, 1951.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The motion
will be entered.

PRINTING OF STATEMENT ON HISTOR-
ICAL BACKGROUND Ol SENATE CHAM-
BER

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Special Committee on
the Reconstruction of the Senate Roof
and Skylights and Remodeling of the
Senate Chamber, I have had the Archi-
tect of the Capitol and his staff prepare a
statement on the historical background
of the Senate Chamber, I ask unanimous
consent that the statement be printed as
a Senate document, with an illustration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.
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REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE
ECONOMIC REPORT (8. REPT. NO. 210)

Mr. O'NMAHONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Joint Committee on the
Economic Report I submit the annual
report of that committee which is re-
quired by law. Under the Employment
Act of 1946 the President sends an an-
nual economic message to the Congress
which must then be studied by the joint
committee for the purpose of enabling
that committee to make its comments
upon the recommendations of the Pres-
ident.

This report deals with the most sig-
nificant aspects of the Nation's econo-
my. Itisbased upon the conviction that
the policy of the Soviet Government in
the international crisis arises from a
conviction that an economie crisis in the
United States will make it impossible
for us successfully to lead the free world
to permanent peace and to preserve free
institutions.

On page 82 of the report will be found
n memorandum distributed to all the
members of the joint committee on July
18 last, submitting an economic pro-
gram to meet the new pressures which
were set in motion by the Korean war.
This committee at that time unanimous-
ly recommended increased Federal rev-
enue and rigid scrutiny of all Federal
expenditures in order that the Govern-
ment might finance the military opera-
tions it was undertaking without cre-
ating a new deficit.

The joint committee was the first to
recommend a pay-as-you-go policy.
That recommendation enjoys widespread
support throughout the country. The
report which I now submit is based upon
the same principle. It recognizes that
inflation is our greatest danger, inflation
which increases the cost of living, and
at the same time increases the cost of
armament.

“Milk and munitions,” as we point out
in the report, “are both mounting in
cost,” and as a result the problem which
every householder faces in providing for
his family is faced by the President and
the Congress in providing the necessary
military power by which freedom is to
be defended.

The great task of Government and
of people throughout the Nation is to
preserve a sound economy and to pre-
vent inflation from undermining the
great international policy we have un-
dertaken, to resist aggression and to
preserve free institutions.

I shall not undertake now to analyze
the report, except to say that it advo-
cates, first, increased revenues; second,
rigid Government economy, both in de-
fense and nondefense expenditures; and,
third, the expansion of production, so
that inflation may be turned back not
only by increacing ths receipts of the
Government, but by holding down its
expenditures, and by promoting produc-
tivity. :

The testimony o Secretary of the
Treasury John Snyder before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House of
Representatives this morning has
demonstrated that the program recom-
1iended by th* committes last July and
recommended again now has already
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been productive of the most satisfactory
fiscal results. Receipts have been in-
creased by the Revenue Act of 1950 and
by the Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950
by approximately $4,000,000,000. This
increase of revenue, accompanied by ex-
penditures less than were estimated, has
produced such a balance of income and
outgo that it seems now to be clear that
this fiscal year, ending on June 30
next, will show a surplus of more than
$2,000,000,000, even in the face of in-
creasing expenditures by reason of the
preparedness program.

There will of course be new expendi-
tures for defense as payments become
due upon the contracts which are now
being made. If we are to have a pay-
as-you-go policy, we must have addi-
tional revenue, but we must also have
economy in expenditures at the same
time.

A thousand copies of this report were
printed for the use of the committee and
became available last Friday. The sup-
ply is now exhausted, and the committee
is receiving new demands which it is
unable to meet. I am advised by the
Superintendent of Documents that the
report which I now present will be avail-
able immediately and will be placed on
sale at the Office of the Superintendent
of Documents of the Government Print-
ing Cffice at 30 cents a copy.

I desired to make this statement so
that outside readers of the Recorp and
Members of Congress would know that
the decument will be placed on sale with-
out delay.

I ask that the report be printed with il-
lustrations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and, without objection,
printed as requested by the Senator from
Wyoming.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

TEE DEMOCRATIC PARTY, A PROGRES-
SIVE PARTY THAT HAS NEVER DIED—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR O'MAHONEY

[Mr. EERR asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an address en-
titled “The Democratic Party, a Progressive
Party That Has Never Died,” delivered by
Senator O'MaHONEY, at the annual Jeffer-
son-Jackson dinner in Detroit, Mich., on
March 31, 1951, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR EERR

[Mr, JOHNSON of Texas asked and oh-
tained leave to have printed in the Recomp
an address delivered by Senator Kerr at the
annual convention of the National Rural
Electrification Association on January 30,
1951, at Cleveland, Ohio, which appears in
the Appendix.]

THOMAS B. McCABE—TRIBUTE BY SEN-
ATOR BENTON, AND EDITORIAL COM-
MENT
[Mr, BENTON asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Appendix of the Recorp
editorials from the Washington Star, the
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Philadelphia Bulletin, the New York Herald-
Tribune, the Washington Post, the New York
Times, and the Atlanta Constitution, paying
tribute to ‘‘homas B. MrCabe, which appear
in the Appendix.]

UNITED STATES WORLD AIMS AND HOPES
FOR WORLD PEACE—ARTICLE BY REP-
RESENTATIVE A. A. RIBICOFF

[Mr. BENTON asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Risicorr Urges Recapture of Political
Initiativ " written by Hon. A. A. RIBICOFF,
of Hartford, Conn., and published in the
March 9, 1951, issue of Foreign Policy Bul-
letin; which appears in the Appendix.]

MEMORANDUM ON ACCELERATION—
ARTICLE BY A. WHITNEY GRISWOLD

[Mr. BENTON asked anc obtalned leave to
have printed in the REcorp a Memorandum
on Acceleration and an article In the At-
lantic Monthly by President A, Whitney Gris-
wold of Yale University, which appear in the
Appendir.]

A REPORT FROM EUROPE—ARTICLES BY
JOHN COWLES

[Mr, HUMPHREY acked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recomp three
articles by John Cowles entitled “A Report
From Europe,” published in the Minneapolis
Star, which appear In the Appendix.]

THE STRUGGLE EETWEEN RUSSIA AND
THE WEST—ARTICLES BY HERBERT
McCLOSKY

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REcomp a series
of three articles entitled “What Has Brought
Us to the Brink of War?" published in the
Minneapolis Star on February 27 and 28 and
March 1, 1951, which appear in the Appen-
dix.]

A CODE FOR CONDUCT OF CONGRES-
SIONAL INVESTIGATIONS—ARTICLE BY
WALTER LIPPMANN

[Mr. KEFAUVER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “On the Television Problem,” by Wal-
ter Lippmann, which appears in the Ap-
pendix. |

ASSIGNMENT OF GROUND FORCES TO
DUTY IN THE EUROPEAN APEA—STATE-
MENT BY COMMITTEE ON THE PRES-
ENT DANGER

[Mr. O'CONOR asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a statement
dated March 81, 1251, regarding the proposal
to send troops to Europe in support of the
North Atlantic Treaty, prepared by the Com-
mittee on the Present Danger, which appears
in the Appendix.]

CRIME IN WASHINGTON

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a statement which I have
prepared on the subject of crime in
Washington.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE

Saturday a man was shot and killed about
6 or 6:15 In the morning in an after-hows
drinking club here in Washington,

The man who is being held for the killing,
and who according to press reports admitted
shooting, is qucted as connecting the Sen-
ate of the United States with the afair. The
Evening Star of Saturday reports that he,
Bencoach, says when he saw Gregory, the
man slain, and some others start toward

him, he figured he was going to get
roughed up.
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“They had it in for me,” he is quoted as
saying. “They thought I was nosey and had
some connection with the Senate.” It ap-
pears Bencoach had once been employed as
a library clerk in the Senate from 1845
through 1947.

It is easy in these days to talk about crime
and to be interested in the exposures that
have been made in many cities of the coun-
try through the efforts of the Senate com=-
mittee headed by our distinguished col=
league, the Senator from Tennessee, Mr, KE=-
FAUVER. But here is a matter on our own
doorstep.

This killing following an all-night drink-
ing affair and an argument over gambling
losses happsned within a stone's throw of
the Capitol of the United States. It hap=-
pened in the District of Columbia, for which,
under the Constitution, the Congress of the
United States has direct legislative respon-
sibility.

Moreover, in this shooting at 6 o'clock in
the morning in an after-hours drinking club
two employees of the United States were
wounded. They are in what one would think
are sensitive positions in the security of the
United States.

One of them, a Mr. Peterson, is in the di-
vision of the State Department which passes
on licenses for the export of munitions to
foreign powers. He was shot in the thigh.
The other, a Miss Morriss, is a Navy yeoman,
attached to the executive office of the Sec-
retary of the Navy. She was wounded above
the ankle,

The American people have not forgotten
that loose talk dropped in late hours of
drinking taverns had much to do with the
extent of the tragedy at Pearl Harbor. So, I
have written to the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of the Navy for a report on
the employment record and the security
status of the two employees who were
wounded in this 6 o'clock in the morning
shooting affair at an after-hours drinking
spot.

There is another aspect in this unfortu-
nate affair and that is the report in the press
that this is the second fatal shooting which
has taken place in recent months in an
after-hours drinking club at this particular
location. The earlier shooting occurred
when the club was operated under the name
of the Gold Key, instead of the Downtown
Club. But statements of both the Chief of
the District Police, Robert Barrett, and Capt.
Howard Covell, commanding officer of the
first precinct, as quoted by the press yester-
day and today, are that the same people who
operated the Gold Eey Club, which was
closed by the courts, are the same group
who run the Downtown Club.

That 1s surprising and substantial con-
firmation of a specific allegation made in the
recently published book which has been at-
tracting so much attention, Washington
Confidential by Jack Lait and Lee Mortimer.
I shall ask consent of the Senate to place
an excerpt from that book in the ReEcorp on
this point.

Page 125 (Washington Confidential): “On
paper, bottle clubs are supposed to be mem-
bership organizations, incorporated for so-
cial and benevolent purposes. Members
bring their own liquor, which is held for
them, their names on the labels. The clubs
sell set-ups and food.

“Here's how most of them really work.
Regular patrons, that is, members, are sup-
posed to pay annual dues of about $10, de-
pending on the club, but most regulars pay
nothing. Transients, that is, guests, are
charged a door fee of one or two dollars,
depending on the club.

“Set-ups are sold, to those who bring their
own liquor, at a nominal price of 35 cents
and up. If you haven't your stuff parked or
with you, most clubs will sell it to you under
ihe counter or advise you it can be had from
a guy seated in front of the entrance in a
car.
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“These clubs are incorporated as nonprofit
private enterprises, not required to pay Fed-
eral amusement taxes, even when they pro-
vide floor shows and dancing. Nor need they
have ABC liquor licenses, because they are
supposed not to be selling.”

Page 127 (Washington Confidential) : “The
most notorious of the after-hours spots-
speaks, the Gold Key, was closed by com-=-
mittee revelations. It has since reorganized
as the Downtown Club, with some of the
same characters. Most of the others are
patronized by unimportant transients or
night workers, such as musicians, waiters,
and bartenders.

“When lawyer Charlie Ford drew up the
papers for the Gold Eey, its original or-
ganizers were Albert Glickfield, alias Al
Brown, Patsy Meserole, and Harry Conners,
his brother-in-law, Meserole is a former
New York gangster, one of the last surviv-
ing members of the late Legs Diamond mob.
Glickfield is a gambler and associate of
Frank Erickson. The accountant for this
after-hour club was Henry W. Davis, a di-
vision head in the Accounting Division of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, an
agency of the United States Government.”

They speak of the Gold Eey as, and I
quote, “the most notorious of the after-
hours spots.” They say flatly that after
being closed, and again I quote, “it has
since been reorganized as the Downtown
Club, with some of the same characters.”

And it is that club where this shooting
occurred last Saturday at 6 o’clock in the
morning.

The press reports that Major Barrett, Su=
perintendent of Police, has angrily de-
nounced the operators of the club, pointing
out that the Distriet court issued a perma-
nent injunction against the establishment
a year ago when operated as the Downtown
Club. Further, that police are investigat-
ing the possibility that the owners of the
club may be in contempt of court.

But one wonders who actually is in con-
tempt of court, those who reopened the
club or the Alcoholic Beverage Control
Boerd which fails to control it? The ABC
Board is a creature of the Congress and is
appointed by and its regulations are writ-
ten by the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia who are named by the Presi-
dent of the United States and confirmed
by the Senate.

That is why this affair is a direct con=-
cern of this body, and why today, I as rank-
ing minority member of the Senate Com=-
mittee for the District of Columbia, am
suggesting to our very able chairman, the
distinguished Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NeeLY], that he direct an inquiry into
the whole matter by the subcommittee
which deals with law enforcement and liquor
regulations. The Superintendent of Police
has said he has no law under which he can
keep this club closed.

Perhaps the ABC board does not have ade-
guate regulations to cover such situations.
Perhaps it is lax in its investigation of such
operations, I do not know. This is my first
membership on the District Comrhittee. But
I am today directing a letter to the Alco-
holic Beverage Control Board and to the Dis-
trict Commissioners designed to bring out
the facts in the situation. With the consent
of the Senate, I will ask to place copies of
those letters in the Recorp at this point,

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
April 2, 1951,
Hon. JoEN RusseLl Youwe, President,
Hon. F. Josepr DoNAHUE, Commissioner,
Brig. Gen, Goroon R. Youne, Commissioner,
Board of Commissioners of
the District of Columbia,
Washington, D. C.
GENTLEMEN: Of course, you have noted
the second fatal shooting in recent months
at the after-hour gambling club maintained
at 606 E Street NW,

3115

What regulations, if any, govern the open=
ing and operation of such clubs?

Are they issued licenses?

Under what violation of law did District
Court Judge T. Alan Goldsborough on June
21, 1950, order the club then operating at this
location “ousted forever from the District
of Columbia?”

Have the District Commissioners ever writ-
ten any regulations for the control and li-
censing of such clubs?

What responsibility, if any, has been placed
in the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board for
the inspection, licensing, or revoking of li-
censes for such clubs?

Are such clubs required to register their
membership and officers with any govern-
mental agency of the District of Columbia?

If the District Commissioners have written
no regulations for the control of such clubs
under their authority to prescribe the regu-
lations under which the Alcoholic Beverage
Control Board operates, why should they not
do so at once?

The press reports that this is the second
killing at this particular club within the past
year, and that there was another killing at
the Hide-Away Club on January 10, 1851.

If existing regulations do provide for any
registration of these clubs or any inspection
whatsoever with respect to the registration or
operations, kindly send me a copy of those
which pertain to the operation of the Gold
Eey Club, and its successor, the Down Town
Club, at this 606 E Street NW., location.

Sincerely yours,
Frawcis Cask.

Finally, this whole affair points up the
proposal in a bill which I announced last
week I would introduce today that would
transfer from the District Commissioners to
an elected city council the right and the
responsibility to write the rules and regula-
tions for the conduct of the ABC Board, and
further make their appointments by the
Commissioners subject to the confirmation
by the elected city council.

Under present law, the Commissioners
write the rules, name the ABC Board, and
are the appellate court for review of its find-
ings. That combination of legislative, execu-
tive, and judicial functions violate funda-
mental American doctrines and is one of the
bad practices my bill is designed to correct.

* PRICES OF FARM PRODUCTS—ANNOUNCE-

MENT BY THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

Mr. HUMPHREY. MTr. President, one
of the most controversial issues today in
the program for economic stabilization
involves the prices of farm products.
Recently the United States Department
of Agriculture, in its March 14 issue of
the Employees News Bulletin, discussed
the subject of farm prices and what has
happened to farm income. I ask unani-
mous consent that this important article
be printed in the body the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

FaryM PRICES

Prices received by farmers for many com-
modities have risen recently and are now
high in relation to their own history. But
they have advanced only 21 percent since the
outbreak in EKorea, whereas tin has gone up
138 percent, lead nearly 50, chemicals about
27, and textiles 32 percent, Meanwhile farm-
ers’ costs have attained record highs, but
corporate profits, wages, and average personal
incomes are setting new records. Most prices
of farm commodities to the producer are still
below parity, but if all now below parity
attained it, consumer food costs would rise
less than 5 percent, making an over-all cost=-
of-living rise of 2 percent. Food prices
have risen less than clothing and house
furnishings.
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Farm prices dropped 24 percent in 194849,
while nonfarm prices and wages dropped
little or advanced, and on January 15 prices
recelved by farmers were still 2 percent below
the January 1948 peak. Farmers' net real-
ized income decreased 3 years in a row from
£18,000,000,000 in 1947 to sixteen and five-
tenths in 1948, to fourteen in 1949, and to
thirteen in 1950. No other segment of the
economy had such a severe economic set=
back. Corporate profits after taxes are run=
ning 82 percent above 1947, and were 18 per=
cent above for 1950 as & whole. In 1950
hourly earnings of factory workers were 18
percent above the 1947 level.

Food is still a better bargain for the aver=
age person than in prewar times. Those
whose incomes have kept up with the average
can buy with 19 percent of their disposable
income the same diet that would have ab=-
sorbed 23 percent thereof in 1935-39. True,
many whose incomes have lagged substan=
tially below the average are in serious diffi-
culty. As for the farmer, he gets about 30
cents for the cotton in a shirt selling at
£3.50 to $4; 3 cents gross for the tomatoes
in & 16-cent can; 234 cents for the corn in a
19-cent can; a cent a pound for the onions
sold In stores in November at 5.7 cents; and
224 cents for the wheat in a 15- to 16-cent
loaf of bread—which has risen nearly 2 cents
since June 1950, though wheat, in January
1850, was only 16 cents a bushel higher than
before the Eorean outbreak.

While prices of manufactured items have

increased partly because market supplies are
limited to permit increased production of
military goods, agricultural products, avail-
able in record quantities, have increased in
price because demand rises as consumer in-
comes rise, But the public does not expect
manufacturers to produce military goods at
less than fair returns. It should not ex-
pect farmers to produce food at a discount
either. The prices of farm commodities are
not exempt from price control by law; they
are all subject to control as soon as they
reach a legally epecified level. No ceiling
may be established below the parity price, or
the highest price producers received from
May 24 to June 24, 1950. Ceilings must be
high enough to permit fair processor mar-
gins. The prohibition against below-parity
ceilings for farm products is not inconsistent
with other legal price and wage provisions,
nor with accepted Government principles.

COMMUNISM IN HAWAII—STATEMENT BY
SENATOR BUTLER OF NEPRASEA AND
ARTICLE FROM HONOLULU STAR=-
BULLETIN

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed ir the Recorp a statement pre-
pared by me on the subject of Commu-
nism in Hawaii, to be followed by a brief
article from the Honolulu Star-Bulletin
of March 14, 1951.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and article were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

CoMMUNISM 1IN HAWAII—STATEMENT BY

SENATOR BUTLER

A few weeks ago, I had occasion to refer
.to the proposed appointment of a Commu-
nist named Ralph Vossbrink to the Traffic
Safety Commission of Honolulu. Today, I
want to advise the Senate of the appoint-
ment and service of another Communist,
Ernest Arena, as a member of an official
agency of the Territorial government of
Hawaili.

I have here a news clipping from the
Honolulu Star-Bulletin of March 14, 1051,
entitled “Arena, ILWU Aide, Dropped From
Full Employment Body,” and I would like
to read a few sentences from this clipping:

“An ILWU official has bee:. dropped from
Governor Stainback's full employment com-
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mittee because he was one of the ‘reluc-
tant 39’ witnesses before the congressional
Un-American Activities Committee.

“Governor Stainback’s office directed the
removal of Ernest Arena late Tuesday after
Mr. Arena’s status was called to its attention.

“He had been serving on the board since
~November.

“There was no official explanation as to
how he came to be appointed in the first
place—7 months after he had defied the
committee.

“But an unofficial report said that mems=
bership on the committee is ‘by organiza-
tion' and the ILWU had suggested his name
to the labor department, which in turn
passed it on the Governor.”

Now it will be noted that the news story
states he was dropped from the committee
because he was one of the so-called reluc-
tant 39 witnesses before the House Un-
American Activities Committee, That is a
masterpirce of understaiement. Ernest
Arena without any possible doubt is or was
a Communist and the hearings conducted by
the House committee in Hawail last year
proved that beyond question. Frankly, I do
not know why this Honolulu newspaper
should be so shy and bashful about referring
to this man as merely being one of the
“reluctant 39.” I might explain that the
term “reluctant 39" refers to the 39 persons
in Hawail, who last year refused to answer
questions of the House committee, and as a
result were cited for contempt of Congress.
In most cases, these witnesses declined to
answer whether or not tkey were at that
t.me or had previously been members of the
Communist Party. In some cases, they also
refused to answer other key guestions.

I do not contend that every one of these
89 persons are Communists, In fact, in a
few cases, there is substantial evidence that
they are not. However, in the case of this
man Arena the evidence of his Communist
affiliation as contained in the hearings of
the House committee is overwhelming.

For example, a witness named Izuka stated
under oath that he (Izuka) collected Com-
munist Party dues from Arena, and further
stated that Arena was a member of various
Communist Party cells or- fractions to his
certain knowledge. A witness named Toku-
naga stated that Arena recruited him (Toku-
‘naga) to join the Commuvnist Party, that
Arena sold Communist literature at one
nieeting of a Communist P::ty cell, and
further that Arena had regularly attended
meetings of various Communist cells.

A witness named Easter Doyle testified that
he, as treasurer, collected Communist Party
dues from Arena, helped to organize and
later served as chairman to one Communist
Party group, and that Arena had recruited
him (Doyle) into the Communist Party. He
stated under oath that Arena was known to
him to be a Communist. Other witnesses
named Kuhia, Mo™i, and Lorenzo testified
that Arena attended meetings of various
Communist Party units or fractions, while
still other wiinesses, such as Wilfred Oksa
and Robert McElrath, likewise linked Arena
to the Commu1.ist Party ir one way or an-
other, although not guite so specifically.

In other words, at least six witnesses very
definitely identified this man, Arena, in
Communist Party activities. Three of them
testified that he took a leading part in those
activities. All of these witnesses, with the
exception of Tokunaga, testified under cath
to the House committee.

Under such circumstances I helleve it is
a little absurd to refer to Arena as being
merely one of the “reluctant 38” with-
out mentioning the fact that the evidence
of his Communist Party membership was
conclusive.

Now I have gone Into some detail on this
one case, not because this man Arena is so
important, but because his appointment is
indicative of the general laxity in the atti-
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tude of too many people in Hawail toward
the whole Communist question. When the
House Committee on Un-American Activities
went to Hawail last year and conducted an
investigation end later held full public hear-
ings, & wealth of information was disclosed
about Communist activities in the Territory.
Most of the principal Communists there were
thoroughly identified to the public. Thirty-
nine of the witnesses who had been préevi-
ously identified as Communists in sworn
testimony were called to the stand and re-
fused to testify, and these 39 were cited
for contempt by the House of Represent-
atives, At that time I believe most of
us who were concerned about the extent of
the Communist conspiracy in Hawaii felt
that a major step had been taken to stamp
out that conspiracy. I am sure we all felt
that once the facts were known to the public
that the residents of Hawall would take the
necessary action to clean out the fraitors in
their midst.

Unfortunately that did not occur. Even
with the facts before them the people of
Hawall have not yet taken vigorous action.
The cases of the 39 so-called reluctant wit=
nesses were taken into distriet court, but
the judge directed an acquittal. To date no
appeal from that decision has been taken
by the Justice Department, although I am
told that the Government might well be
able to sustain its case in a higher court,
in view of subsequent Supreme Court dect-
sions. In other words, the authority of a
committee of the House of Representatives
was openly flouted and nothing has been
done about it. Thse persons are all still at
large.

Furthermore, about 16 of them were chosen
as delegates to the Territorial Democratic
convention, and 4 of them were elected to
the executive committee of the Territorial
Democratic Party. So far as I know they
are still members.

During recent weeks we have had these two
cases—the Vossbrink case and the Arena
case, where appointments were made or pro-
posed of men who were not only among the
“reluctant 389" but were actually leaders in
that Communist ;roup and positively identi=-
fled as such by sworn testimony.

Altogether there seems to be a sort of con-
spiracy of silence on the part of a few high
administrative officials of this Government
and a conspiracy of tolerance on the part of
leaders in Hawallan life on this subject. It
is just almost impossible for me to under-
stand how these people can continue to re-
ceive such cppointments purely by accident.
It seems that most of the officials In Hawail
have just chosen to forget the disclosures of
the House Un-American Activities Commit-
tee of last year, and the disclosures made
before that by me as a result of my investi-
gation in Hawail in 19848. Apparently, the
attitude is to accept these known Commu-
nists into all sorts of activities in the Terri-
tory, on the theory that they have not yet
been proven guilty of anything, and that
therefore they have, in effect, a clean bill of
health,

I do not mean to imply that there is no
one in Hawall who is concerned about the
question. At the last legislative session the

. legislature was persuaded to create a spe-

clal commission on subversive activities, and
that commission has now made its report.
I have not yet seen a copy of the report, but
I understand that it reports the Communist
Party has now gone underground. If that
is true, it may be still more difficult to keep
watch on the Communists.

I suggest it is time for more thoroughgoing
action to clean out this nest of conspiracy
in Hawaii. I know perfectly well what will
be the reaction among some of the propo-
nents of statehood down there. Immediately
today or tomorrow, some spokesman for the
statehood cause will rush into print with a
statement to the effect that Senator EUTLER
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is calling attention to these things merely
because he hopes to defeat statehood thereby.
That is the standard excuse in Hawail for
doing nothing about communism. It is the
regular practice to excuse official tolerance
{- » Communists on the ground that the Com-
munist issue has been ralsed by the oppo-
nents of statehood and therefore it cannot
be of any importance.

I hope that will not be the reaction in
Hawaii to these comments of mine. Just to
give one more example, there has recently
come into my hands a copy of the letter-
head of the Hawall Chapter of the National
Society for Crippled Children and Adults,
Inc. Among the names listed on the sponsor=
ing committee, I find the name of Jack Hall,
For the information of the Senate, Jack Hall
went to Hawail as a Communist organizer
in the late 1930's and is still exceedingly
active. He is now reglonal director of the
International Longshoremen’s and Ware-
housemen's Union in the Territory. He is
sometim2s spoken of as the Communist
leader there. The House Un-American Activ-
itles Committee developed a full record of
his activities in the hearings last year.

Now, of course, I do not suppose that Jack
Hall's presence on the sponsoring committee
of the Soclety for Crippled Children will hurt
the crippled children any. What is difficult
for me to understand is why such an organi-
gation should find it necessary to include
persons like Jack Hall on its sponsoring com-
mittee. No doubt, the Hawaill Chapter of
the society hopes for contributions from
members of the ILWU in Hawaii, and no
doubt it felt it should have a sponsoring com-
mittee broadly representative of the commu-
nity, but surely there must be some place
where the line should be drawn. Certainly
the various charitable organizations in the
48 States do not find it necessary to include
notorious Communists on their sponsoring
committees in order to secure community
support for their activities. On the cone
trary, I do not know of any charitable or-
ganization in the 48 States which would
stoop to such tactics. If it did, it would
lose far more than it would gain.

During the last few weeks, I have received
quite a little flood of letters from residents
or former residents in Hawail applauding me
for my fight against communism there, and
expressing their concern about the situa-
tion. Some of them are against statehood.
Some of them are for statehood, but all are
concerned about the apparent tolerance of
communism and about the apparent will=
ingness to accept Communists as good citi-
zens until they are convicted of something,
I suggest in all sincerity that that toler-
ance is not the proper attitude, and I
strongly feel that those who support state=
hood for Hawall would make more progress
in their efforts if they devoted more atten-
tion to doing a real clean-up job on commu=
nism in Hawaii instead of castigating Butler
for calling attention to this serious situation,
[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin of March

14, 1951)
AReNA, ILWU Arpg, DroPPED FrROM FULL
EMPLOYMENT Boby

An ILWU official has been dropped from
Governor Stainback’s full employment com-
mittee because he was one of the “reluctant
39" witnesses before the congressional Un=-
American Activities Committee.

Governor Stainback’s office directed the re-
moval of Ernest Arena late Tuesday after Mr,
Arena’s status was called to its attention.

He had been serving on the board since
November.

There was no official explanation as to how
he came to be appointed in the first place—
7 months after he had defied the committee,

But an official report sald that membership
on the committee is *by organization” and
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the ILWU had suggested his name to the
labor department, which in turn passed it on
to the Governor.

TONER'S HAND SEEN

Edward P. Toner, leader of an antl-Com-
munist drive among the stand-pat Demo-
crats, figured in the dismissal move.

He addressed a letter Tuesday to President
Truman and other national Democratic offi-
cials criticizing the Governor for the selec=
tion. "If this doesn't stink to high heaven,
I don't know what does,” the Toner letter
said.

Mr. Toner also spoke out against the ru-
mored appointment of Mr. Stainback to the
Territorial Supreme Court after he leaves the
governorship.

RECESS

Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the
Senate stand in recess until 12 o'clock
noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 9 minutes p. m.) a recess was
taken until tomorrow, Tuesday, April 3,
1951, at 12 o’clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 2 (legislative day of March
26), 1951:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Richard D. Searles, of Arizona, to be Under
Secretary of the Interior, vice Oscar L.
Chapman.

In THE COAST GUARD

The following-named persons to be chief
boatswains in the United States Coast
Guard:

Ronald S. Jacobs

Norman A. Cooper

The following-named person to be a chief
machinist in the United States Coast
Guard:

Alford C. Atkinson

The following-named person to be a chief
ship's clerk in the United States Coast
Guard:

John A. Willlamson

The following-named person to be a chief
electrician in the TUnited States Coast
Guard:

Peter S. Fredriksen, Jr.

The following-named person to be a chief
pharmacist in the United States Coast
Guard:

Gerard A. Hearn

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monbpay, ApRiL 2, 1951

The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and
was called to order by the Speaker,

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, by whose mercies we
are spared and by whose power we are
sustained, we are coming unto Thee in
this sacred moment of prayer encour-
aged by many blessed memories and ex=
periences of Thy great love and good-
ness, transcending all our needs and our
unworthiness.

Grant that as we again enter upon
tasks and responsibilities, which are far
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beyond our own finite wisdom and
strength, and the fallibility of human
judgment, we may have our minds
illumined with a new insight into the
riches of Thy grace and our hearts con-
secrated to a new obedience to Thy
divine will,

Inspire us with a stronger faith in
Thee and in the power of moral and of
spiritual principle. Give us a vision of
that blessed time when justice and right-
eousness shall find a clearer expression in
our social, industrial, and political life
and when civilization shall be glorified
with the spirit of good will and all the
nations of the earth shall walk together
in the paths of peace.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, March 22, 1951, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
joint resolutions of the House of the
following titles:

On March 19, 1951:

H. R. 335. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon a certain claim of the
Board of County Commissioners of Sedgwick
County, Kans.;

H.R.906. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Vera Raupe;

H.R. 1090, An act to extend the period for
the admission of alien spouses and minor
children of citizen members of the United
States Armed Forces;

H.R. 1165. An act for the relief of Richard
Gregory Rundle and Valiquette Adele
Rundle;

H.R. 1966. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Dorothy Manious; and

H. J. Res. 195. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the legislative
branch for the fiscal year 1951, and for other
purposes.

On March 23, 1951:

H.R.1724. An act to provide for the re-
negotiation of contracts, and for other pur=
poses; and

H. J.Res. 173. Joint resolution to amend
and extend the provisions of the District of
Columbia Emergency Rent Act, as amended.

On March 24, 1951:

H.R. 2070. An act for the relief of Ger-
aldine L. Smith, mother and natural guard-
lan of Thomas Clayton Smith, a minor; and

H. J. Res. 207. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the District of
Columbla for the fiscal year 1951, and for
other purposes.

On March 26, 1951:

H.R.2268. An act to authorize the pay-
ment of interest on serles E savings bonds
retained after matur'ty, and for other pur=
poses.

On March 27, 1951:

H. R. 1498. An act to provide compensation
for duty voluntarily performed on their days
off by officers and members of the Metropoli=
tan Police force, the United States Park Po-
lice force, and the White House Police force.

On March 28, 1951:

H.R. 2339. An act to clarify the immigra=

tion status of certain aliens.
On March 29, 1951:

H.R.609. An act for the relief of Carroll

L. Vickers.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Woodruff, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had agreed to the
amendments of the House to the joint
resolution (S. J. Res. 40) entitled “Joint
resolution to extend the time within
which prisoners of war may file claims
under the War Claims Act of 1948."”

ANNOUNCEMENT

The SPEAEKER. The Chair desires to
make a statement. After consultation
with the majority and the minority lead-
ers of the House and remembering the
terrific jam we had upon this floor on
previous occasions, with the consent and
approval of the floor leaders, the Chair
announces that on today during the
ceremony the door immediately opposite
the Speaker will be open and the doors
on the Speaker’s left and right and none
other, No one will be allowed upon the
floor of the House who does not have the
privilege of the floor of the House.

RECESS

The SPEAEER. The Chair declares a
recess at this time.

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 3 min-
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair.

JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE AND
SENATE TO HEAR AN ADDRESS BY HIS
EXCELLENCY VINCENT AURIOL, PRESI-
DENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF FRANCE

The SPEAKER of the House of Rep-
resentatives presided.

The Doorkeeper announced the Vice
President and the Members of the United
States Senate.

The Senate, preceded by the Vice
President and its Secretary and Ser-
geant at Arms, entered the Hall of the
House of Representatives.

The Vice President took the chair at
the right of the Speaker, and the Mem-
bers of the Senate took the seats reserved
for them.

The SPEAKER. On the part of the
House, the Chair appoints as members
of the committee to escort the President
of the Republic of France info the
Chamber the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. Priestl, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MarTiN], the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. RicH-
ArDS], and the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr, Eaton].

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the part
of the Senate, the Chair appoints as
members of the eommittee to escort the
President of the Republic of France into
the Chamber the junior Senator from
Arizona [Mr. McFarrLanpl, the senior
Senator from Texas [Mr. ComnNaLLY],
the junior Senaftor from Nebraska [Mr,
WHERRY], and the senior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr, WiLEY]l.

The Doorkeeper announced the Chief
Justice and Assoeciate Justices of the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The Chief Justice and Associate Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the Unifed
States entered the Hall of the House
of Represenfatives and took the seats
reserved for them.

The Doorkeeper announced the Am-
bassadors, Ministers, and Chargés
d’Affaires of foreigm governments,
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The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seats re-
served for them.

At 12 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m., the
Doorkeeper announced the President of
the Republic of France.

The President of the Republic of
France, escorted by the committee of
Senators and Representatives, entered
the Hall of the House of Representatives
and stood at the Clerk’s desk. [Ap-
plause, the Members rising.1

The SPEAKER. Members of the Con-
gress, today is a happy day for those of
us who constitute the Senate and House
of Representatives. We are honored by
the presence of the leader of a great
democracy, an historic friend of the
United States and its people. From the
day Lafayette st foot upon this soil to
now, the United States has felt a warmth
and an affection, yea, a love for the
people of France. [Applause.]

And so today, Mr. President, we wish
to assure you of that continuing friend-
ship, unalloyed. In the condition our
world is in today we want to assure you
that the people of the United States of
Ameriea are going to do a man’s part
in the great work of this world. [Ap-
plause.]

It is my distinguished honor, and it
gives me great pleasure to have the
privilege of presenting to you the Presi-
dent of the Republic of France. [Ap-
plause, the Members rising.1

ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE
REPUBLIC OF FRANCE

PRESIDENT AURIOL. M. President,
Mr. Speaker, Senators, and Members of
Congress, I am deeply moved by the ex-
ceptional honor you are rendering me in
allowing me to appear before this as-
sembly and to address you from this
glorious rostrum, It will touch the heart
of the people of France to whom,
through me, this homage and this warm
welcome are directed.

I am the more deeply moved that my
visit is the first one made by a President
of the French Republic, in the name of
France to the Republic of the United
States and that it recalls to me two his-
toric visit to our country made by two
of your illustrious statesmen: Benjamin
Franklin in 1776, and, a century and a
half later, after the First World War,
President Wilson.

It gives me an opportunity to pay trib-
ute to your heroic young men who under
the of their glorious leaders
twice rushed to our ravaged country to
share with our own sons in the fight.

These memories illustrate our com-
mon history, and this history already
long and always friendly is a history of
freedom.

In recalling these memories in the
presence of the Congress of the great
American democracy, I want to express
our constant and heartfelt sympathy to
all the families whose sons have died for
our common ideal and are resting forever
in French soil, side by side with the sons
of France and of the other Allied Na-
tions. Through you representing the 48
States of the Union, I wish to tell the
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American people of our grateful and
loyal friendship and of our unshakable
attachment to the greaft human prinei-
ples France has always proclaimed—
prineiples embodied both in your Decla-
ration of Independence and in our decla-
ration of the rights of man and of the
citizen, principles which, 3 years ago,
after so many trials and contests, have
received the unanimous consecration
of the Unted Nations.

These sacred achievements of man
which are not only the most precious
values in our civilization but also the
conditions for all future improvement,
for all individual and soecial progress, are
today threatened—we are sorrowfully
obliged to admit this—only 6 years after
our two people made sacrifices never be-
fore equaled in history, for the attain-
ment and organization of a just and
tranguil peace.

Confronted with this situation, far
different from what we had wanted and
expected, with our security threatened,
any nation worthy of her freedom must
face reality and take stock of her own
responsibilities. Today I have come to
tell you what France thinks and what
France seeks.

Gentlemen, you are the representatives
of a people who insist upon truth. Your
opinions are based on facts and your
judgments on acts and not on words.

This is why I will ask you this ques-
tion: When in the defense of her inde-
pendence and the sacred cause of liberty
a nation has lost 1,357,000 men from 1914
to 1918, 575,000 dead from 1939 to 1945—
240,000 perished in uniform in the first
and the last battles for freedom, 112,000
were shot or were killed by bombing,
182,000 died deported to Germany for
belonging to the underground, and 40,000
died in enemy labor camps; when, for the
same cause, the same nation, fighting at
the door to southeastern Asia, in Indo-
china, a war which has lasted more than
4 years, does not hesitate to reaffirm her
faith in international law by sending to
Eorea officers and men whose heroism
makes them the worthy comrades of
your officers and men; then I ask you,
who could seriously question her deter-
mination? In faet, what nation has ever
proven better her love for independence
and for peace and her will to defend
both?

The attitude which has been given the
barbarous name of “neutralism” has al-
ways been foreign to the French soul,
not enly because it is a moral absurdity—
can anyone be neutral between servi-
tude and liberty, between goed and evil—
but because it is geographical and his-
torical nonsense. Our people have ex-
perienced the frailty of their exposed
land and sea frontiers. Almost alone in
1914 and again in 1939 they have met
the first shock of armies so powerful that
each time it has taken 4 years of cease-
less effort and a coalition of the world’s
forces to defeat them. Therefore they
know that right without might is pow-
erless, They know that isolation is
death. They kneow that neutrality,
whether declared, armed or disarmed,
has protected neither Relgium, the
Netherlands, Norway, nor Denmark and
that an aggressor would never stop at a



1951

frontier post, even should it be sur-
mounted with a dove holding the branch
of an olive tree. [Applause.]

Finally, they know that France is not
simply the western extremity of Europe
in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic,
but that the French Union extends its
influence and civilization to all parts of
the world and that in the common
strategy for freedom and peace, France
has courageously accepted the tasks and
responsibilities-of a great world power.
They know also that once France has
fallen, the whole of Europe will be in
chains with all her potential strength
in the service of the invader and that the
whole world, indeed civilization itself,
will be in mortal danger,

I shall always remember the clear
warning when, in 1919, as a young deputy
I heard it stated from the rostrum of our
own Parliament by the President of the
United States that France still stands at
the frontier:

Here is where the blow fell because the
rulers of the world did not sooner see how
to pre\rent itse» they know that the omy
way to do this is to make it certain that
the same thing will not always happen that
has happened this time, that there never
shall be any doubt or waiting or surmise, but
that whenever France or any free people is
threatened, the whole world will be ready
to vindicate its liberty.

Because they did not establish this
union in time, because they did not or-
ganize soon enough and at the most
vulnerable points a collective defense
prepared for instant action, the demo-
cratic nations with their decisions de-
layed by the interplay of their institu-
tions or by the scruples and indiscipline
of freedom were once more thrown into
the most destructive of wars. One after
the other, nations fell which would have
been saved had they joined their forces.
And France herself who entered the fight
faithful to her word, was wounded on the
ramparts, imprisoned for 4 years, and al-
most destroyed.

If our people had given up, if for a
single moment they had hesitated be-
tween resistance and collaboration with
the enemy, if they had not been willing
to subject themselves to an implacable
oppression, had not chosen to destroy,
often with their own hands, their proper-
ties and their tools, rather than work for
the enemy, if they had permitted him at
times when the fortunes of war were in
the balance to have a free disposition of
their remaining resources and forces in
metropolitan France and in her overseas
territories, what would Europe and the
world be today?

After such common fights and sacri-
fices, the achievement of the final vie-
tory must not make us forget the perils
to which we were led by an uncoordi-
nated diplomacy and strategy. It is the
very old story of the Horatii and the
Curiatii. For the goal to be reached is
not to liberate a Europe which may once
more be occupied, enslaved, exploited,
and ravaged, and whose name, you may
be sure, would only recall the final ruin
of a civilization, but rather, by shielding
her against aggression, to protect the
whole community of the free nations and
in this way to save peace.
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In putting into practice an effective
union, in which risks as well as efforts
must be shared, France has a clear un-
derstanding of her duties and of her
rights. [Applause.]

Her contribution to the defense of
freedom and of peace is first of all her
own recovery.

Undoubtedly, gentlemen, our people
are sometimes disparaged, and they are
sometimes guilty of self-disparagement.
But those of you whom we have had the
joy of welcoming in our country have
been able to see the road covered since
the liberation.

In 1944, the country was bled white,
the state disrupted, 90 percent of our
departments were in ruins, our lands
were laid fallow, our industrial equip-
ment was pillaged or obsolete, our ports,
our means of communication were in
shambles, more than two million houses
were destroyed or damaged, our economy
and our finances were ruined.

In 1951, there is an increased popula-
tion, republican institutions are rees-
tablished, our production has been raised
to the level of 133 as compared with a
100 in 1938, our commercial balance is
in equilibrium and our currency stabi-
lized before the rise in prices of raw ma-
terials could compromise the equilibrium
thus gradually attained, our homes have
been built again and the specter of social
troubles and of despair has been pushed
aside. Gentlemen, it is with pride that
I speak of the accomplishments of our
workers, of our engineers, of our leaders
of enterprise, of our farmers, of our ad-
ministrators, of all Frenchmen and of
their representatives, The generous aid
that you have given us through the Mar-
shall plan, for which I am happy to
thank you today publicly, has not been
extended to us in vain. In giving a de-
cisive impulse to our paralyzed economy,
it has again opened for us the way to
work and to hope, and by driving away
the threat of unemployment and misery,
it has preserved us from those social up-
heavals which are the breeding ground
for adventure and tyranny. [Applause.]

Though a great deal remains to be
done, this first balance sheet of our re-
covery testifies to the courage of our peo-
ple, supported by your brotherly assist-
ance,

Our next contribution to the cause of
freedom and peace is our rearmament
effort which our Parliament has voted
by a huge majority without hesitation
or reservations. This has been done in
spite of the already enormous burden of
our reconstruction and reequipment and
of our military expenditures. It is cer-
tainly not the fault of our two nations
if world collective security has not been
organized, though we consider this fail-
ure as merely temporary. The spirit of
aggression is foreign to both Americans
and Frenchmen, But in the face of
threats of totalitarian expansion and the
formation of certain mighty groups of
powers whose policies and armaments
are not subject to the free control of the
people, we have turned thoughtfully and
inflexibly to regional pacts and especial-
ly to the regional pact of the North At-
lantic which, conforming to the statutes
of the United Nations, has but one aim—
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to deter aggression and to strengthen
the peace. Thus, by our reciprocal un-
dertakings that we shall from now on
pool together our resources of arms and
troops at all threatened and strategic
points, we have made the Atlantic com-
munity a solid foundation of our com-
mon security and of peace. [Applause.]

For us, indeed, the effort for peace
and the effort for defense are not con-
tradictory; they complement each other.
With the prudence and firmness dictated
by our said experience, we shall never
cease to answer negation, procedural ob-
structionism and propaganda in the
language of right, of truth, and of sin-
cerity. :

Let us not fail to speak clearly, frank-
ly, and firmly. Let us put at the service
of peace and freedom, side by side with
our material forces as long as those are
needed, the invincible moral forces which
always animate free people aware of the
righteousness of their cause.

We shall not tire, on our part, of re-
peating the conditions that are necessary
for the reestablishment of trust and
cooperation among all peoples. Does
everyone sincerely want peace? In that
case, everyone must respect the commit-
ments subseribed to in the Charter of the
United Nations by all the Allies of yester-
day; in that case, certain countries must
stop interfering in the internal affairs of
others in an effort to weaken their freely
chosen regimes, to provoke troubles, to
paralyze production and to pour daily in-
sults upon their governments.

In that case, international and perma-
nent control by the United Nations Or-
ganization of armaments, of all arma-
ments, in all countries, must be accepted,
in order to limit fairly and later to de-
stroy all classic or atomic weapons.

In that case, the national armies must
be progressively replaced by a United Na-
tions army as provided by the common
Charter.

In that case, every country must agree
to the free movement of wealth, ideas,
and persons as well as the free and sin-
cere expression of view, under interna-
tional control of peoples on whom re-
gimes have been imposed by force.

Here are, among so many others, the
questions to which answers must be
found. And so that they may be an-
swered clearly, I am asking them here,
clearly and publicly, before the legisla-
ture of a great Nation which is ridicu-
lously accused every day, as is ours, of
warmongering, and I am certain that I
speak in the name of all the men who
want peace with liberty, the only peace
worth living for.

Finally, our effort to unite and or-
ganize Europe must be considered a con-
tribution to the defense of peace and
liberty by all who believe that it is not
sufficient to guarantee the security of
welfare and justice, enrich their exist-
ence and increase their attachment to
society.

France is working toward this goal by
the creation of communities of produc-
tion of which the coal and steel pool,
that bears the name of its moving spirit,
President Schuman, is but a beginning
and a preface for others that we are
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preparing. [Applause.] France is work-
ing toward this goal through the Coun-
cil of Europe and the Strasbourg As-
sembly which she initiated. She is
working toward it in seeking the forma-
tion of a European army—the nucleus
of a future international army—to take
its place, first of all, in the great At-
lantic army whose illustrious leader,

General Eisenhower, I wish to salute here’

today.
Passionately devoted to the realiza-
tion of a European federation which
will put an end to secular antagonisms,
France has put aside her legitimate re-
sentment against the enemy of yester-
day, demanding of it only that it bring
to the cause of cooperation the admis-
sion of its responsibilities as well as the
proof of its redemption through the re-
pudiation of its old regime and the sin-
cere attachment to the cause of demoe-
racy. Convinced of the need for supra-
national institutions, France has de-
clared herself prepared to grant to those
bodies, in conformity with her con-
stitution and under condition of rec-
iprocity, part of her sovereignty. [Ap-
plause.] And she hopes to convince the
still hesitant nations that they will not
curtail their sovereignty but on the con-
trary strengthen it by associating it with
others, by uniting their resources and
labor to increase their forces, by devel-
oping and coordinating their industrial
and agricultural economies, by widening
their markets, by raising the standard of
living of their workers, in a word, by
making of the old divided Europe, slow
_of decision, torn with antagonisms, dis-
_trustful of herself, a new and harmoni-
ous organism animated by one soul and
"adapted fo the needs and exigencies of
the modern world. [Applause.]
Patiently and untiringly, we shall pur-
sue the realization of these United States
of a free Europe which, with full re-
spect for the independence and dignity
of all nations, will join the United States
of America to work still more effectively
for the welfare and peace of the world.
In this way, we shall translate into actu-
ality the prophecy of Victor Hugo who
said, 75 years ago, on the eve of the
Philadelphia Exhibition:
The future is already foreseeable. It be-
longs to a united and peaceful democracy.
And you, our delegates to the Philadelphia
 Exhibition, you are beginning under our
eyes and the superb realization which the
twentieth century will witness: the unlon
of the United States of America and of the
‘United States of Europe. * * * Qo,
workers of France, go, workers of Parls who
know how to think, go, girl artisans of Paris
who know how to fight, useful men, brave
women, go and carry the news, go and
-tell the new world that the old world is
~-young. You are the ambassadors of fra-
ternity. The two continents will exchange
not only their products, their trade, their
industries, but also their ideas and the prog-
ress they make in justice as well as In
- prosperity.

Gentlemen, I would be happy if today,
I could have been one of those useful
ambassadors of friendship and of peace.
[Applause, the Members rising.]

At 12 o'clock and 45 minutes p. m.,
‘the President of the Repubiic of France,
accompanied by the Commitfee of
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Escort, retired from the Hall of the
House of Representatives.

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited
guests from the Chamber in the follow-
ing order:

The Chief Justice and Associate Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the United
States.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affairs of foreign govern-
ments.

JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares
the joint meeting of the two Houses now
dissolved.

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 48 min-
utes p. m.), the joint meeting of the two
Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order at 1:30 o’clock p. m.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will call the first
bill on the Consent Calendar.

CERTAIN CLAIMANTS DAMAGED BY
BLASTING OPERATIONS ON THE MERRI-
MACK RIVER

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 512),
conferring jurisdiction upon the United
States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claims aris-
ing out of certain blasting operations on
the Merrimack River.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. TRIMBLE., Mr, Speaker, reserv=
ing the right to object, the members of
the Objectors Committee for the Consent
Calendar by unanimcus vote of all the
members, including the majority and the
minority, feel that in fairness to the
country and to the Congress itself, no
legislation should pass by unanimous
consent which involves an aggregate ex-
penditure of more than $1,000,000. The
members of the Objectors Committee
also feel that no bill which changes na-
tional policy or international policy
should be permitted to pass on the Con-
sent. Calendar.

For many years the members of the
Consent Calendar Committee have felt
that any bill which appears on the Con-
sent Calendar, even though it does not
change national or international policy,
and does not cost more than $1,000,000,
should not pass without the membership
being fully informed of its contents pro-
viding it is a measure that would apply
to the districts of a majority of the Mem-
bers in the House of Representatives.
At least the committee members feel
that such a bill should not pass without
it first having been cleared by the leader-
ship of both parties, It has been the
policy of the Consent Calendar Objectors
Committee to pass such a bill over with-
out prejudice one or more times to give
time to the Members to become fully
informed with its contents before pas-
sage. Members of the Consent Calendar
Objectors Committee also feel that if a
bill is placed on the Consent Calendar
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and the reports show it has not been
cleared by the Bureau of the Budget, by
the respective departments affected by
it, and is also not in accordance with the
President’s program, that it should not
pass on the Consent Calendar but rather
the chairman of the committee in charge
of the measure should call it up under
suspension of the rules or go to the Rules
Committee for a rule.

The members of the Consent Calen-
dar Objectors Committee also feel it fair
to state to the membership that it is not
their purpose to obstruct legislation or to
object to bills or pass them over without
prejudice because of any personal objec-
tion to said bill or bills by any one or all
of the Consent Calendar Objectors Com-
mittee, but that their real purpose, in
addition to expediting legislation, is to
protect the membership against having
bills passed by unanimous consent which,
in their opinion, any Member of the
House might have objection to.

We, the members of the Consent Cal-
endar Objectors Committee, earnestly
request chairmen of the standing com-
mittees of the House to take into con-
sideration the contents of this statement
before placing bills on the Consent Cal-
endar.

It is our opinion that legislation in-
volving the expenditure of more than a
million dollars should not be on the Con-
sent Calendar in view of the economie
conditions and the problems which con-
front us all, but that it should come to
the House for consideration either under
a rule granted by the Rules Committee
or under suspension of the rules,

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, let me say fo the
gentleman from Arkansas that members
of this committee, called the objectors’
committee, do not determine the passing
a bill. ™he only thing they have to do
is to say whether or not the bill should
be considered. Any Member can demand
a roll call, or can get time to debate or
can offer amendments to any of these
bills. When we send them over to the
other end of the Capitol, where the chief
rule is unanimous consent, they come

‘back here passed on in the other body
‘by unanimous consent.

So when you undertake to limit the
size of a bill, or the kind of a bill that
can be considered by unanimous consent,
Yyou are reversing a policy that is as old
as the Government. The members of the
committee who do this objecting are not
passing on whether or not a bill should
pass, because, as I said, any Member has
a right to demand a roll call,

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. We know
from past experience that it is imprac-
tical to get consideration under suspen-
sion of the rules of a large number of
bills that might come within the scope
of the statement suggested by the gen-
fleman and his committee,

Mr, RANKIN. Certainly.

Mr. REECE of Tenn ssee. We there-
fore get around to the proposition, it
seems to me, of whether the Congress is
going to abrogate its right to consider
this type of legislation or not.
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Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from
Teanessee is entirely correct.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr., Speaker,
further reserving the right to object, it
is not the policy of the members of the
Consent Calendar Objectors Commit-
tee to pass upon the merits of any hill;
the Consent Calendar Objectors Com-
mittee from time immemorial, at least

for the 8 or 9 years I have been on it,.

has certain established rules to go by
in order to determine whether or not
it is proper for a bill to be passed on the
consent calendar. That is the job as-
signed to the members of the Objectors
Committee.

It resolves itself to this, Mr. Speaker,
either we must have an Objectors Com-
mittee that funections and functions
under certain rules, or abolish it, and
let all bills go to the floor of the House
for consideration or under suspensions
and let the membership vote upon them.
However, the purpose of the consent
calendar is to make a channel or an ave-
nue for those measures that are con-
sidered not controversial and yet may
be near the line of controversy; and the
Consent Calendar Objectors Committee
is set up primarily for the protection of
the membership and not for any arbi-
trary decisions on the part of the objec-
tors themselves.

It is up to the House to state whether
or not they approve the established rules
of the Consent Calendar Objectors Com-
mittee; and if they do, the objectors
should either follow those rules or the
Objectors Committee should be abol-
ished. We feel we are working for the
benefit and protection of the Members
of the House in not permitting bills to
pass on the consent calendar which ob-
viously are in violation of the estab-
lished rules of the House for the consent
calendar. They are simply placing the
members of the commitiee in an em-
barrassing position, providing that they
want to fulfill their duty and protect
the membership of the House. There-
fore, upon the instigation and sugges-
tion of the general chairman of the Con-
sent Calendar Objectors Committee,
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
TrmmsrLe]l, the suggestions that he read
were drawn up and approved by each of
the six members of the Consent Calen-
dar Objectors Committee.

Let me in closing, Mr. Speaker, em-
phasize the fact that the Consent Calen-
dar Objectors Committee was established
primarily to protect the Members of
Congress; yet since I have been on it it
seems almost invariably the rule that the
Members think we are here to interfere
with the passage of their bills. That is
not the case at all; we are here to expe-
dite legislation, to aid the Members, and
at the same time to protect them. I re-
call very well—many of the Members
here now may not have been here at
that time, 1941 and 1942—when there
was a bill on the Consent Calendar that
contained in it a provision for pensions
for Members of Congress. The Consent
Calendar Objectors Committee did not
think it should go through, but imme-
diately afterward it was called up under
a suspension of the rules and went
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through this House. Six weeks later it
was discovered in the Senate that the
bill had one word in it that would cover
Members of Congress, and a furor broke
loose in this body as well as the other
body, and they were compelled to pass a
bill rescinding their own action.

I call this to the attention of the
Members to let them know the real pur-
pose of the Consent Calendar Objectors
Committee. They are to protect the
country, to protect the Congress, and to
protect the individual Members of the
Congress. Either we should continue
the Consent Calendar Objectors Com-
mittee and have it work under estab-
lished rules which the chairmen of the
respective standing committees will
abide by, or attempt to abide by, or abol-
ish the objectors committee.

Mr. Speaker, in further explanation
of the position taken by the Members of
the Consent Calendar Objectors Commi-
tee, I may say that in most instances
where bills are requested to be passed
over by the members of the committee,
they are measures which the members
themselves would gladly vote for if they
came up in the regular order under a rule
or under suspension. The only reason
why the Members of the Consent Calen-
dar Objectors Committee do not permit
them to go through is because they
should never have been placed on the
Consent Calendar in the first place. In
some particular they violate the long-es-
tablished rules set up by the House as a
guide or signpost for the members of the
objectors committee to follow. I recall
several years ago a bill of my own was
reported by one of the sitanding com-
mittees of the House and placed on the
Consent Calendar. It called for an au-
thorization of many millions of dollars
and much more than any bill passed by
unanimous consent should call for. I
was forced to object to my own bill be-
cause it was my duty to do so as a Mem-
ber of the Consent Calendar Objectors
Committee. I did object to it and it was
stricken fronr the Consent Calendar. I
merely mention this, Mr. Speaker, to
show to the membership, as well as those
individuals and organizations who are
interested in getting bills through Con-
gress, just what procedure is necessary
in order to have their bills passed.

I may say, Mr. Speaker, that the pas-
sage of many bills would be expedited if
they were never placed on the Consent
Calendar; particularly those bills which
cannot be permitted to pass by unani-
mous consent because they involve too
much money or for some reason they do
not meet with the requirements estab-
lished for the Objectors Committee of
the Consent Calendar to follow in deter-
mining whether or not they are proper
to permit passage by unanimous consent.
If the chairmen of the respective stand-
ing committees of the House would con-
sult with the chairman of the Consent
Calendar Objectors Committee, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas, Judge TRIMBLE,
before placing bills on the Consent
Calendar, or would consult with any of
the other five members of the Consent
Cealendar Objectors Committee before
placing them on the Consent Calendar,
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I am sure much time would be saved and
legislation expedited.

Let me emphasize that the Members
of the Consent Calendar Objectors Com-
mittee do not necessarily object to the
merits of any bill, and in many cases
they ask to have bills passed over with-
out prejudice, or object to them being
passed on the Consent Calendar, when
they would gladly vote for them if they
came up in the reguiar order.

Mr. Speaker, in regard to the bill just
called, No. 6 on the Consent Calendar,
I ask unanimous consent that it may be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

BURIAL BENEFITS FOR PHILIPPINE
VETERANS

The Clerk called the bill (S. 82) to
provide reimbursement of expenses in-
curred in connection with the burial of
those who served in the military forces
of the Commonwealth of the Philippines
while such forces were in the Armed
Forces of the United States pursuant to
the military order of the President of
the United States, dated July 26, 1941.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr, FORD. Mr. Speaker, on the basis
of the enunciated policy recently placed
before the House, I object. This bill in-
volves too much of & cost and should
come up under some other procedure.

Messrs. BYRNES of Wisconsin and
TRIMBLE objected.

STUDY OF THE HEALTH OF WORLD WAR
II PRISONERS OF WAR

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 304) to
provide for a study of the mental and
physical sequelae of malnutrition and
starvation suffered by prisoners of war
and civilian internees during World
War IL

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the War Claims
Commission, with the assistance and cooper-
ation of the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs, shall inquire into and report to the
Congress with respect to the mortality rate
and the mental and physical sequelae of mal-
nutrition and imprisonment sustained by
members of the Armed Forces of the United
Btates and civilian American citizens who
were imprisoned by enemies of the United
States during World War II. To this end
the War Claims Commission is authorized
and directed to make all necessary arrange-
ments (including contracts, agreements, and
so forth), for the conduct of research ac-
tivities for the purpose of determining—

(1) the procedures and standards to be
applied in the of the mental and
physical condition of former prisoners of
'war;

(2) the life expectancy of former prisoners
of war;

(8) whether there Is evidence to sustain
& conclusive presumption of service connec-
tion in favor of former prisoners of war “or
purposes of hospitalization in Veterans' Ad-
ministration facilities; and

(4) standards to be applied, for the evalu=-
ation of claims of American civilian and mil-
1tary personnel based upon the physical and
mental sequelae of the conditions of their
Imprisonment, in the event such claims are
later made compensable,
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN VETERANS’
ADMINISTRATION HOSPITALS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 313)
to provide for the construction of cer-
tain Veterans’ Administration hospitals,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Messrs. TRIMBLE, ASPINALL, and
CUNNINGHAM objected.

ESTABLISHMENT OF VETERANS' HOS-
PITAL FOR NEGRO VETERANS IN
FRANEKLIN COUNTY, VA.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 314)
to provide for the establishment of a
veterans’ hospital for Negro veterans at
the birthplace of Booker T, Washington
in Franklin County, Va.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Messrs. ASPINALL, BYRNES of Wis-
consin, and TRIMBLE objected.

UNIFORM PENSIONS FOR SPANISH-
AMERICAN WAR VETERANS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 315)
to liberalize the service pension laws re-
lating to veterans of the war with Spain,
the Philippine Insurrection, or the Boxer
Rebellion, and their dependents.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That in determining
eligibility to service pension for veterans of
the war with Spain, the Philippine Insurrec-
tion, or the Boxer Rebellion, and dependents
of such veterans, which are payable under
the laws reenacted by the act of August 13,
1935 (49 Stat. 614; 38 U. 8. C. 368, 369), or
under acts amendatory or supplemental to
such laws, the following additional rules shall
obtain:

(a) The delimiting dates of the war with
Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, or the
Boxer Rebellion shall be from April 21, 1898,
to July 4, 1802, inclusive: Provided, That if
the person was serving with the United States
military forces engaged in the hostilities in
the Moro Province the perlod herein stated
shall extend to July 15, 1903.

(b) In computing active service there shall
be counted continuous active service which
commenced prior to and extended into the
applicable period specified in (a) hereof or
which commenced within such applicable
period.

{c) A discharge or release from active serv-
ice under conditions other than dishonorable
shall be a prerequisite to entitlement to
service pension.

Sec. 2. The minimum monthly rates of
pension payable to veterans by virtue of the
laws referred to In section 1 as modified by
this act shall be $90 in cases where the vet-
eran served 90 days or more or was dis-
charged for disability incurred in service in
line of duty unless such veteran is now or
hereafter becomes on account of age or
physical or mental disabilities, helpless or
blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as to
need or require the regular aid and attend-
ance of another person, the monthly rate
shall be $120; and $60 in cases where the
veteran served 70 days or more unless such
veteran is now or hereafter becomes on ac-
count of age or physical or mental dis-
abilities, helpless or blind, or so nearly
helpless or blind as to need or require the
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regular aid and attendance of another person,
the monthly rate shall be §78.

Sec. 3. Except as provided In section 4
hereof, where eligibility for pension or in-
crease of pension is established by virtue of
this act, pension shall be paid from date of
receipt of application therefor in the Vet-
erans’ Administration, but in no event prior
to the first day of the second calendar month
following the enactment of this act: Pro-
vided, That payment of death pension may
be made from date of death of a veteran
where claim therefor is filed within 1 year
after date of death of the veteran, but no
payment shall cover a period prior to the
first day of the second calendar month fol-
lowing the enactment of this act.

SEc. 4. All persons receiving pensions on
the day prior to the effective date of this
act under the laws referred to in sections
1 and 5 of this act shall, effective the first
day of the second calendar month following
the enactment of this act, receive the bene-
fits of this act without the necessity of filing
a claim therefor.

Sec. 5. Subparagraphs I (g), I (h), and
III (a) of part III, Veterans Regulation Num-
bered 1 (a), as amended (38 U. 8. C,, ch. 12),
are hereby repealed: Provided, That in the
event any person receiving pension on the
day prior to the effective date of this act
under the provisions of any of the laws men-
tioned in this section is not entitled to re-
ceive a higher rate of pension by reason of
the enactment of this act, pension shall con-
tinue to be paid to such person under such
laws.

Sec. 6. The provisions of this act shall be
effective the first day of the second calendar
month following its enactment.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

AMENDING VETERANS REGULATIONS TO
PROVIDE A MINIMUM RATE OF COM-
PENSATION FOR WORLD WAR II VET-
ERANS WHO HAVE ARRESTED TUBER-
CULOSIS.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 316)
to amend the Veterans Regulations to
provide a minimum rate of compensa-
tion for World War II veterans who have
arrested tuberculosis,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Messrs. ASPINALL, FORD, and TRIM-
BLE objected.

PROVIDING ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION
FOR LOSS OR LOSS OF USE OF A CREA-
TIVE ORGAN.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 318)
to amend the Veterans Regulations and
the World War Veterans' Act, 1924, as
amended, to provide additional compen-
sation for the loss or loss of the use of a
creative organ.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Messrs. BYRNES of Wisconsin, FORD,
and ASPINALL objected.

UNIFORM BENEFITS FOR VETERANS AT-
TENDING MILITARY, NAVAL, AND COAST
GUARD ACADEMIES

The Clerk called the bill (H, R. 2384)
to provide that attendance during desig-
nated dates at service academies of vet-
erans of the Spanish-American War and
World War I shall be considered active
military or naval service on the same
basis provided for veterans of World War
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II for the purpose of laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration.
‘The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
object for the reason this bill, although
it would not cost much more than a mil-
lion dollars the first year, eventually will
cost many millions of dollars; therefore

-it is not a proper hill to be placed on the

Consent Calendar.
Messrs,. TRIMBLE and FORD ob-
jected.

AMENDMENT TO VETERANS
REGULATIONS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 320)
to amend Veterans Regulations to es-
tablish for persons who served in the
Armed Forces during World War II a
further presumption of service connec-
tion for psychoses developing to a com-
pensable degree of disability prior to
January 1, 1950.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Messrs. BYRNES of Wisconsin, TRIM-
BLE, and ASPINALL objected.

DESIGNATION OF SUCCESSORS TO RE-
SIGNED OR REMOVED UNITED STATES
MARSHALS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2119)
to amend sections 544 and 546 of title
25, United States Code.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (a) of
section 544 of title 28, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) Before entering on the duties of his
office, each United States marshal including
any marshal appointed to serve during a va-
cancy, shall give a bond in the sum of 820,000
for the faithful performance of duties by
himself and his deputies during his con-
tinuance in office, and for a period of 30 days
after his death, resignation, or other separa-
tion from office, for the faithful performance
of duty by his deputies and any person des-
ignated pursuant to section 546 to perform
the duties of marshal.

“The bond shall be approved by a judge of
the district court of the district for which
such marshal is appointed, and flled and re-
corded in the office of the clerk.”

BEC. 2. Bection 546 of such title is amended
to read as follows:

“§ 546. Death, resignation, or other separa-
tion of marshal from office.

“Upon the death, resignation, or other sep-
aration from office, of any United States mar-
shal, a deputy designated by the Attorney
General shall perform the duties of the for-
mer marshal in his name for a period of 30
days, or until a successor is sooner appointed
and qualifies, during which time the former
marshal’s bond shall remain in full force and
effect and with like liability as though the
marshal were in office and acting. After the
expiration of such 30-day period and until a
successor is appointed and qualifies, the dep-
uty designated as aforesaid shall act as
United States marshal in his own name and
furnish the bond specified in section 544 of
this title, following which money may be
advanced to him and he shall be accountable
therefor and be liable on his bond in all re-
spects as a regularly appointed United States
marshal. Service in this capacity shall en-
title the acting marshal to reimbursement of
the amount of premium paid for his bond
notwithstanding the provisions of section 14
of title 6, United States Code.
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“The default or misfeasance of any deputy
if committed within the 30-day period afore-
mentioned and prior to the appointment and
qualification of a successor, shall be a breach
of the former marshal’s bond, and he or his
executor or administrator shall have like
remedies against such deputy for such de-
fault or misfeasance as the marshal would
have had If he had continued in office.”

BEc. 3. The analysis of chapter 33 of such
title, immediately preceding section 541 of
such title, is amended by striking out the
item “546. Death of marshal.”, as set out
in such analysis, and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: “546. Death, resignation, or
other separation of marshal from office.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, line 11, after “deputy” Iinsert
“United States marshal of that district.”

Page 2, line 14, strike “sooner” and sub-
stitute therefore “duly.”

Page 2, line 14, before “during” Insert
“whichever occurs first.”

Page 2, line 17, strike “after” and substitute
therefor “If a successor has not been ap-
pointed and qualified within the 30-day pe-
riod, then between.”

Page 2, lines 18 and 19, strike “until a suc-
cessor is appointed and , the” and
substitute therefor “the appointment and
qualification of a successor, a.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

‘The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

WAIVER OF BOND REQUIREMENTS ON
COAST GUARD CONTRACTS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2394)
to amend the act of April 29, 1941, to au-
thorize the waiving of the requirement of
performance and payment bonds in con-
nection with certain Coast Guard con-
tracts.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the act of April
20, 1941 (55 Stat. 147; 40 U. 8. C. 270e), is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“The act of August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 793),
may, in the discretion of the Becretary of
the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or the
Secretary of the Treasury, be waived with
respect to contracts, for the manufacturing,
producing, furnishing, construction, altera-
tion, repair, processing, or assembling of ves-
sels, aircraft, munitions, matériel, or sup-
plies of any kind or nmature for the Army,
Navy, or Coast Guard, regardless of the terms
of such contracts as to payment or title.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 7: Between the word “Navy,”
and the word “or”, Insert the words “the Sec-
retary of the Air Force.”

Line 8: Between the word “to” and the
word “contracts”, insert the words “cost-
plus-a-fixed-fee and other cost type contracts
for the construction, alteration, or
of any public building or public work of
the United Btates and with respect to all
contracts, Including cost-plus-a-fixed-fee and
other cost type.” After the word “contracts"
insert a comma.

Page 2, line 1: Between the word “Navy,”
;nd the word "or”, insert the words “Air

'orce.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
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third time, and passed, and a motion to

reconsider was laid on the table.

CONVEYING CERTAIN LANDS TO OGDEN
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3040)
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to convey certain lands in Ogden, Utah,
to the Ogden Chamber of Commerce.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the hill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of

Agriculture be authorized and directed to
convey by quitclaim deed to the Ogden
Chamber of Commerce, Ogden, Utah, all
rights, titles, and Interests of the United
States in and to lots 1 to 48, inclusive, In
block 7, Fairmount Park Annex Addition to
Ogden City, Weber County, State of Utah.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ONE HUNDRED AND FIRST ANNUAL RE-
PORT OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE PANAMA RATILROAD—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the One Hundred
and First Annual Report of the Board of
Directors of the Panama Railroad Com-~
pa;:ty for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1950.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

THE WEITE House, March 27, 1951,

PRESIDENT AURIOL'S ADDRESS

The SPEAEKER. Without objection,
the proceedings had during the recess
will be printed in the Recorp at the
point where they occurred.

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order on Calendar Wednesday of this
week be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I want to say that as
long as these veterans’ bills are stymied,
I do not feel like agreeing to dispensing
with Calendar Wednesday, because that
is the one day that we can bring these
bills up, if the Committee on Rules re=
fuses a rule, or if the Chair refuses to
recognize us under suspension of the
rules. Some of these bills are very, very
important, and I am going to object to
dispensing with Calendar Wednesday
until they are disposed of.

CONTESTED ELECTION CASE—W. KINGS-
LAND MACY AGAINST ERNEST GREEN-
WOOD (H. DOC. NO. 104)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the .Touse, which was read, and,
with the accompanying papers, referred
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to the Committee on House Administra-
tion and ordered to be printed:

Washington, D. C., April 2, 1951
The honorable the SPEAKER OF THE Bo‘usz OF
REPRESENTATIVES.

Sm: The Clerk has received a stipulation
signed by the attorneys for the contestant
and the contestee in the contested election
case of W. Kingsland Macy versus Ernest
Greenwood for a seat in the Eighty-second
Congress from the First Congressional Dis-
trict of the State of New York,

This case is belng developed under the
laws governing contested-election cases in
the House of Representatives. Since this
stipulation contemplates a variation in the
requirements of the statute, and, further,
since the House itself only may grant such a
departure from the provisions of the laws
governing such cases, this stipulation is be=
ing transmitted to the House for its consid-
eration.

Very truly yours,
R.

RarPH R. ROBERTS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION
BILL

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House which was read:

MarcH 232, 1951,
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Sm: Pursuant to the authority heretofore
granted, the Clerk received today from the
Secretary of the Senate the following mes-

sage
That the Senate had passed without

- amendment House Joint Resolution 207,

entitied “Joint resolution making additional
appropriations for the District of Columbia
for the fiscal year 1951, and for other pur=

Clerk of the House of Representatives.,
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION

Mr. STANLEY, from the Commiitee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had on March 22, 1951,
examined and found truly enrolled a
joini resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.J. Res. 207. Joint resclution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the District of
Columbia for the fiscal year 1951, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to the authority
granted him on Thursday, March 22,
1951, he did on Friday, March 23, 1951,
:iign the following House joint resolu-

on:

H. J. Res. 207. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the District of
Columbia for the fiscal year 1951, and fcr
other purposes.

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from commit-
tee, which was read:

Hon. Sam RAYBUERN,
Speaker of the House of
Representatives, Washington, D. C.
Dear Me. SpeAEer: I hereby tender my
resignation from the Committee on Public
‘Works.
Yours very sincerely,
MorGAN M. MOULDER,
Congressman, Second District, Missourt.

MarcH 18, 1951,
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The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

INSULT TO AMERICANS OF ITALIAN
ORIGIN

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, a week
ago Saturday, at a televised hearing of a
crime committee of the other body sitting
here in Washington, one of the members
of that committee read into the record of
“the proceedings with evident sanctimony
a telegram alleged to have been sent by
an aged Italian who had long ago become
an American citizen, in which was con-
tained the insinuation that Americans of
Italian origin are more inclined to be
criminals and crooks than those of any
other racial segment of the United States.

It is my suspicion that the telegram
read into the record was not written by
an Italian who long ago became an Amer=
ican citizen, but by some bigot of an=-
other race. If, however, the writer was
or is an Italian, then I have no respect
whatever for him or his views as he is a
traitor and a disgrace to the fine race
whose blood courses his veins. I am sure
that the membership of this House will
agree that the insertion of such a tele-
gram into the record of the proceedings
of the committee was an error which
should promptly be rectified, an error
which unfairly and without warrant re-
flects upon a great portion of our Ameri-
can population and citizenry. Further=
more, the telegram should never have
been read over the television broadcast in
the first place. Since it disclosed no in-
formation whatever about any violation
of law by any specific individual or in=-
dividuals. It was purely and simply a
deliberate slander of a fine segment of
our people who have contributed much
to our great Nation. I do hope it will
not remain a part of the record of the
commitéee’s proceedings.

JOHN MITCHELL

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
in the hard-coal fields of Pennsylvania
and being celebrated today is the birth-
day of the great leader of the United
Mine Workers, John Mitchell, affection-
ately known to hundreds of thousands of
men and their families in the coal fields
of America as Johnny Mitchell. In the
early and turbulent era of the organiza-
tion of labor in the coal industry, this
great American, this great humani-
tarian, did much to aid and succor the
workers and their families.
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I take this opportunity, Mr. Speaker,
of expressing to America the gratitude,
the love, the affection, and the reverence
of this day to his memory.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 20 minutes on next Wednes-
day, following any special orders here-
tofore entered.

Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 15
minutes today, following any special
orders heretofore entered, on the subject
of John James Audubon.

Mr. REED of New York (at the request
of Mr. GragaM) was given permission to
address the House for 35 minutes on
tomorrow, following the legislative pro-
gram and any special orders heretofore
entered.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 15 minutes on Wednesday next,
following any special orders heretofore
entered.

AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL CREDIT
UNION ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask un-
animous consent to extend my remarks
at this point on the subject of the ob-
Jjectives of a bill I introduced today pro-
posing amendments to the Federal Credit
Union Act.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
OBJECTIVEE OF BILL

Mr, PATMAN. The object of this bill
is to make certain amendments to the
Federal Credit Union Act, as follows:

First. Section 7 of the Federal Credit
Union Act reads, in part, as follows:

Powers: A Federal credit union shall have
succession in its corporate name during its
existence and shall have power—

. L] t_ L] L]

(6) To make loans with maturities not ex-
ceeding 3 years to its members for provident
or productive purposes upon such terms and
conditions as this chapter and the bylaws
provide and as the credit committee may
approve, at rates of interest not exceeding
1 percent per month on unpald balances
(inclusive of all charges incident to making
the loan) : Provided, That no loans to a di=-
rector, officer, or member of a committee
shall exceed the amount of his holdings in
the Federal credit union as represented by
shares thereof. No director, officer, or com-
mittee member shall endorse for borrowers,
A borrower may repay his loan, prior to ma-
turity, in whole or in part on any business
day.

It is proposed to amend the first pro-
viso in paragraph 5 to read as follows:

Provided, That no loans to a director, of-
ficer, or member of a committee shall exceed
the amount of his holdings in the Federal
credit union as represented by shares there-
of unless (a) each loan (other than a loan
which will not make his indebtedness to the
Federal credit union exceed the amount of
his holdings in such union) is in his absence
unanimously approved at a meeting of the
board of directors, the credti committee, and
the supervisory committee, at which a ma-
Jority of such board and a majority of each
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such committee is present, and (b) a record
of such approval is entered on the loan ap-
plication.

This would make it possible for the
directors, officers, and the members of
the committees of a Federal credit
union to borrow from it under certain
conditions,

Second. Section 7 of the Federal Cred-
it Union Act reads, in part, as follows:

Powers: A Federal credit union shall have
succession in its corporate name during its
existence and shall have power—

- - L] L] L]

(7) To invest its funds (a) in loans ex-
clusively to members; (b) in obligations of
the United States of America, or securities
fully guaranteed as to principal and inter-
est thereby; (¢) in accordance with rules
and regulations prescribed by the Governor,
in loans to other credit unions in the total
amount not exceeding 25 percent of its paid-
in and unimpaired capital nad surplus; (d)
and in shares or accounts of Federal savings
and loan assoclations.

It is proposed to amend paragraph (7)
of section 7 by striking out “and” appear-
ing as the first word in subsection (d)
thereof and by striking out the period at
the end of subgection (d) thereof and by
substituting for such period a semicolon
and by adding after such semicolon “and
(e) in shares of central credit unions.”

Federal credit unions may now invest
their funds in Federal savings and loan
associations. The proposed change
would make it possible for them to de-
posit funds in their own central organi-
zations. Many States have central credit
unions in which other credit unions may
deposit funds and from which other
credit unions may borrow. For example,
there is an excellent central credit union
of this type in Minnesota, one in North
Dakota, one in Rhode Island, and such in
several other States. It seems as reason-
able for Federal credit unions to be able
to invest their funds in central credit
unions as it is for them to invest funds
in Federal savings and loan associations,

Third. Section 13 of the Federal Credit
Union Act reads as follows:

Dividends: At the annual meeting a
dividend may be declared from the remaining
net earnings on recommendation of the
board of directors, which dividend shall be
paid on all pald-up shares outstanding at
the end of the preceding fiscal year. Shares
which become fully paid up during such year
shall be entitled to a proportional part of
sald dividend calculated from the first day

?lrm the month following such payment in

It is proposed to make the above sub-
section (a), and to add another subsec-
tion as follows:

(b) If at any annual meeting a dividend
is declared under subsection (a), then upon
recommendation of the board of directors a
patronage dividend may also be declared at
such meeting from the remaining net earn-
ings. A patronage dividend shall be paid to
members in proportion to the interest they
have paid during the preceding fiscal year on
loans made to them.

The addition of subsection (b) would
make it possible for Federal credit unions
to pay patronage dividends to their mem-
bers. This would permit such action to
be taken by the members if they so de-
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sire and if they have first declared a
dividend on shares.

Fourth, Section 16 of the Federal
Credit Union Act reads as follows:

Certain powers of Governor: (a) The Gov-
ernor may prescribe rules and regulations
for the administration of this chapter (in-
cluding, but not by way of limitation, the
merger, consolidation, and/or dissolution of
corporations organized under this chapter).

(b) The Governor may suspend or revoke
the charter of any Federal credit union upon
his finding that the organization is bank-
rupt or insolvent or has viclated any pro-
visions of its charter, its bylaws, or of this
chapter, or of any regulations issued there-
under.

(c) The Governor is hereby authorized
and empowered to execute any and all func-
tions and perform any and all duties vested
in him hereby, through such persons as he
shall designate or employ; and he may dele-
gate to any person or persons, including any
institution operating under the general
supervision of the administration, the per-
formance and discharge of any authority,
power, or function vested in him by this
chapter.

(d) All books and records of Federal credit
unions shall be kept and reports shall be
made in accordance with forms approved by
the Governor.

(e) The Governor 1s hereby authorlzed
to make investigations and to conduct re-
searches and studies of the problems of
persons of small means in obtaining credit at
reasonable rates of interest, and of the
methods and benefits of cooperative saving
and lending among such persons. He is
further authorized to make reports of such
investigations and to publish and dissemi-
nate the same.

It is proposed to add to section 16 the
following new subsection:

(f) Any officer or employee of the Fed-
eral Security Agency is authorized, when des-
ignated for the purpose by the Director of
the Bureau of Federal Credit Unions, to ad-
minister oaths and affirmations and to take
affidavits and depositions touching wupon
any matter within the jurisdiction of the
Bureau of Federal Credit Unions.

The addition of this subsection would
enahle Federal credit union examiners
and other officers and employees of the
Federal Security Agency to administer
oaths and affirmations and to take affi-
davits and depositions pertaining to mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the Bureau
of Federal Credit Unions, if designated to
do so. It would be a convenience at
times when it is necessary to have such
service as the above and no other person
qglaliﬂed to perform it is readily avail-
able.

READJUSTMENT OF SIZE AND WEIGHT

LIMITATION ON FOURTH-CLASS MAIL

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr, Speaker, I have
introduced today a measure which I feel
merits the serious consideration of this
House. I refer to my bill to readjust size
and weight limitation on fourth-class—
parcel-post—mail. No doubt this bill
will be referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and it

- routes.
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might be well to direct the attention of
the House that the proposed bill con-
tains the same provisions that were ap-
proved by the House on February 9, 1950,
by the Eighty-first Congress, insofar as
weight and size reductions on fourth-
class mail matter are concerned.

Since 1946, the volume of parcel post
has increased enormously and the facili-
ties of the Post Office Department have
not been extended to take care of this
growing volume of less than carload
freight waich is being handled at less
than the cost of the service rendered.
Adequate provisions were contained in
H. R. 2945, the postal-rate bill before the
Eighty-first Congress to protect farmers
and other rural users in the use of par-
cel post to meet the needs of our citizens
served by third- or fourth-class post of-
fices or who reside on rural or star
The bill presented today con-
tains the same provisions and right-
ly so. The purpose of this measure
is to restrict not the use, but the abuse
of the parcel-post system as presently
conducted. Due to this unwarranted
and uneconomic condition privately con-
ducted transportation agencies in the
field competitive with parcel post are
feeling the brunt of this subsidized com-
petition. These private agencies are
taxpayers who are being strangled by
this unfair governmental competition
and naturally they are seeking relief.

In order that the Members of this
House may know just what is happening
the following table is reproduced here
for their information. It will be.noted
that with each successive inerease in the
number of parcel-post pieces handled,
the yearly deficit incurred in the han-
dling of parcel post has also increased.

Fourth-class mail matter at zone rates
constitutes 2 percent of the total number
of pieces of mail handled. However, it
comprises 60 percent of the total weight
and occupies T0 percent of the total
transportation space. And according to
the Postmaster General, fourth-class
mail costs 65 percent of the total cost of
handling all mail

Number of
Deficit in
pareelpost | handling at
&gm Fid zone rates
Zme| eoms
1045 J| 002,517,251 | 63,964, 630
ST T —— 7l T

In other words, the more parcel post
the post office handles, the greater the
deficit. How much longer can this con-
tinue? You can supply the answer by
enacting the bill here proposed.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. Broors] is recognized for 15
minutes.

AUDUBON YEAR—JOHN JAMES AUDUBON:
MAN OF PURPOSE

Mr. BROOKS. Mr, Speaker, one of
the philosophers of the ages once re-
marked, “If you do not know where you
are going, any road will get you there.”
But the life without purpose is spent in
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the void of time—forgotten by man and
slighted in the indexes of history.

I recall the story of one great Ameri-
can life, lived with a purpose that was
not crushed by poverty, hardship, or
near-starvation. While this life was
spent in the most peaceful years of the
Republic, it holds much strength and
inspiration for our people in this time of
international strife.

John James Audubon decided early in
his life to contribute to the body of scien-
tific knowledge and to record the great
beauties of nature, This choice caused
him to lose his family fortune, to forsake
the comfortable fireside of his plantation
home, and to endure often the pangs of
hunger.

Audubon’s father was said to be a
wealthy French naval officer who had
fought in the forces of Lafayette and
Rochambeau, and was among George
Washington’s close personal friends.
The family owned estates in Louisiana,
Pennsylvania, Santo Domingo, and
France.

Had Audubon lived his life without a
deep longing to interpret the natural
handiwork of God, he could have reveled
in soft luxury, but he would have been
without the satisfaction of having
helped build the arts and institutions of
America. Nor would he have then been
entitled to the honors of a grateful Na-
tion in the declining years of his life.

Born in Louisiana about 1785, young
Audubon was taken to France by his
father after the death of his mother in
a Santo Dominican insurrection. There
he studied unwillingly the vocations and
avocations of his father. Nursing his
ambition to study the natural wildlife
of America, especially ornithology, Au-
dubon returned to this country when 18
years of age.

His work as an artist and as a scientist
took him to Pennsylvania, New England,
EKentucky, Texas, and back to his native
Louisiana. All the while his meager for-
tune dwindled as increasing interest in
the beautiful birds and woodlands kept
him from the time and attention which
he should have given to his business. Not
for years, but for decades, he remained
in the forests, capturing the loveliness
of nature and setting it down on canvas
for all generations.

Death came to this great American in
1851—100 years ago. There is now a bill
before Congress authorizing the Presi-
dent to designate this anniversary year
as the Audubon Centennial Year. It is
one of those rare bills which does not
ask money; it asks only that America be
reminded again that much of our knowl-
edge of the flora and fauna of our coun-
try came from this man of purpose, John
James Audubon.

It lies within our responsibility to show
that our Government is not forgetful of
those who have given their life work to
the building and dissemination of culture
of many kinds, and in this instance, to
honor the man who more than any other
drew in a large measure from nature for
the enhancement and enlargement of
our appreciation of this beautiful land of
ours.
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AUDUEON, THE LOUISIANIAN

We in Louisiana have always been
proud of the great coniributions of the
State to the cultural life of America.
Few States, if any, have seen so many of
their sons make such lasting additions
to the literature, music, and art of the
Nation.

In the first ranks of these great Louisi-
anians is Jean Jacques LaForet Audu-
bon, known to history as John James
Audubon,

While there has been much conjecture
about the birthplace of this famous ar-
tist, we have always been willing to ac-
cept Audubon’s statement that Louisiana
was the land of his birth. A major por-
tion of his work was done at Bayou Sara,
La., a lovely river town in West Feliciana
Parish that has since been claimed by the
encroaching waters of the Mississippi
and its population resettled in nearby
Saint Francisville. Mandeville, a resort
town near New Orleans, is generally be-
lieved to be the place of his birth.

Although some groups, including a
1930 Senate committee, have contended
that Audubon was born in Haiti and
others say that he was the “Lost Dau-
phin,” son of King Louis XVI, of France,
the naturalist himself reported other-
wise.

In the introduction to the second vol-
ume of the Ornithological Biography,
Audubon spoke of America as “the land
of my birth,” and as the country in
which “my eyes first opened to light.”
In this volume he tells of how his father
went to Louisiana and married a Span-
ish lady of beauty and that he was one
of three sons born to this union.

In a letter to his wife, written from
New Orleans in 1837, Audubon spoke of
that city as “my natal city.” And, at his
Louisiana plantation home, Beechwoods,
he ocecasionally would describe for
friends his birthplace near New Orleans.

Frances Hobart Herrick, Audubon’s
biographer, wrote that the establish-
ment of the naturalist at Bayou Sara in
1821 “forged the link that bound the
heart of Audubon to the State which was
first in his affections.”

The city of New Orleans has honored
this great Louisianian with a magnifi-
cent park and monument dedicated to
his memory. Other cities and places in
Louisiana have likewise recognized this
great man by naming streets, buildings,
and memorials in his honor. The peo-
ple there know that working from the
confines of his Louisiana plantation, he
reached out into the bayous and the
swamps, filled as they are with the teem-
ing millions of feathered creatures, and
made studies and developed knowledge
regarding our wildlife in natural state
which no one has even attempted to
duplicate. Because of his great love of
the great outdoors, he was able to draw
with a practiced eye in rich colors pic-
tures of our wildlife to enrich the homes
and the lives of our people everywhere.
Louisiana knows John James Audubon
and claims him; appreciates his fasci-
nating, useful, end well-spent life. We
want to help bring about the passage of
the resolution commemorating 1951 as
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a centennial year in honor of this great
American—this is Audubon year.

FREE BRIDGE ACROSS THE RIO GRANDE
AT DEL RIO, TEX.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr, Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce be discharged from further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 3299) to
extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a free
bridge across the Rio Grande at or near
Del Rio, Tex., that the same be rere-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection,

GRAIN FOR INDIA

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Speaker, as In-
dia starves, and tragedy is compounded
day by day, action by the House of Rep-
resentatives is stymied by the Rules
Committee.

On March 29, President Truman issued
the following statement:

India has an urgent need for grain to pre-
vent suffering and starvation. This I pointed
out in my message of February 12 to the
Congress. My views have not changed. We
can, at some sacrifice, spare the grain. We
should do so—first, to save human lives;
and secondly, to strengthen freedom and
democracy in an important area of Asia,
Moreover, we should provide the first million
tons promptly as a grant. We can then ex-
plore in greater detail the situation with
respect to the remaining million tons.

India must have 6,000,000 tons of grain in
order to meet the famine conditions caused
by severe drought. India has made arrange-
ments to buy 4,000,000 tons through ordinary
sources, including United States suppliers,
To pay for the additional 2,000,000 tons of
grain would place too great a strain on the
financial resources of India and would pre-
vent the carrying out of its essential devel=
opment program. In addition, with the pro-
vision of grain to India as a grant, the Indian
Government will deposit the local currency
coming from the distribution of the grain to
the Indian people into a special account
which can be used for agricultural develop-
ment projects in India agreed to by us.
These projects will help alleviate the recur-
rence of such conditions as the present.

The House Foreign Affairs Committee care-
fully investigated this matter and on March
b6 favorably reported a bill to provide the
grain to India. This bill has bipartisan sup-
port. It reflects the desire of the American
people to help the Indian people in their
present emergency.

Prompt action is vital. The monsoon sea-
son occurs in India during the summer,
Many roads are then made impassable and
grain shipments to remote areas are greatly
impaired. Each day's delay after April 1 in
starting shipments will leave a serlous gap
in India’s food supply later this summer and
cruse great suffering. I hope, therefore,
that the Congress will enact the necessary
legislation as soon as possible after its recess,

APRIL 2

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, would the gentleman
mind pointing out that cotton is bring-
ing more in India than it is in the United
States, and that they are quitting the
growing of wheat in India and growing
more cotton, and asking us to send wheat
and give it to them?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I may say to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi that I do not
know that to be a fact. I will say, how-
ever, that last year India did cut down
somewhat her acreage of wheat, but
wheat acreage has been increased this
year.

Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the gen-
tleman that that is a fact and the state-
ment is correct.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-

. tion of objection.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Speaker, I would
now like to summarize this bill and
analyze some of the major questions re-
lating to it.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

INDIA EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE ACT, H. R. 3017—

SUMMARY OF THE BILL AND FACTS ON MAJOR
QUESTIONS RELATING TO IT

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Speaker, first,
the bill, H. R. 3017 authorizes the appro-
priation of $140,000,000 of new funds and
the transfer of $50,000,000 already ap-
propriated to ECA, to furnish 2,000,000
tons of food grains to India as a grant.
This food is solely to meet India’s emer-
gency need resulting from the succession
of natural disasters in 1950.

Only half of this total of $190,000,000
is to be made available before June 30,
1951. The remainder is to be available
only after the beginning of the new fiscal
year on July 1, 1951,

India is to pay all costs of transporta-
tion—about $50,000,000.

The bill requires that before aid is de-
livered, India agrees to the usual pro-
visions of nondiscriminatory distribu-
tion, full publicity, and unrestricted ob-
servation by United States observers, and
to take action to increase production and
supply to reduce its future needs. India
must also set aside as counterpart funds
all receipts of local currencies coming
from the sale of the grain through its
distribution system. This counterpart
is to be used for local currency expenses
of the United States in aiding India and
in such other ways as may be agreed
upon between the United States and In-
dia for improving and increasing food
produetion and for projects in the mu-
tual interest of the United States and
India.

The program is to be administered by
ECA. The appropriate provisions of the
ECA Act will apply.

Authority is included for a $20,000,000
RFC advance to the Maritime Adminis-
tration to take ships out of the mothball
fleet to get the shipments started in time
to meet the emergency. This will be re-
paid out of freight receipts, which will
fully cover costs of operation and repay-
ment of this advance,
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Provision is made for termination of
aid by the President or concurrent reso-
lution of the Congress.

Second. India’s need: The Indian peo-
ple normally have barely enough to eat
to sustain life—an average of about 1,700
calories a day compared to 3,200 in the
United States. India’s 1950-561 crop of
food grains—the main part of their
diet—was cut by an extraordinary com-
bination of earthquakes, floods, drought
and locusts by more than 5,000,000 tons
short of the 1949-50 crop, a cut of about
10 percent. India normally imports
about 2,000,000 tons of grain and must
now import this year 6,000,000 tons.

India is trying to fill its need by buy-
ing between 2,500,000 and 3,000,000 tons
from outside the United States—sub-
stantially all the grain these other coun-
tries can export—and 1,000,000 to 1,500,-
000 tons in the United States. This total
of 4,000,000 tons is all for which India
now has funds available. :

India has asked the United States for
assistance in obtaining the necessary ad-
ditional 2,000,000 tons in this country—
the only possible source—on special and
easy terms.

Third. United States supply of grains:

The United States can spare the 2,000,-
000 tons without jeopardizing its own
needs. The United States now has on
hand about 450,000,000 bushels of wheat.
If the full 2,000,000 tons—175,000,000
bushels—were supplied in wheat, the
United States would have left 375,000,-
000 bushels or about 10,000,000 tons,
much more than is needed for a safe
carry-over. Actually a part of the de-
livery would be in milo, rice, and beans,

Fourth. India’s financial difficulty:

India’s total foreign exchange reserves
are worth about $2,000,000,000. Of this
a minimum of about $1,250,000,000 is re-
quired to back India’s currency and to
finance her foreign trade. This leaves
about $750,000,000 available for all other
expenditures.

India is desperately in need of eco-
nomic development—not to improve the
pitiful standards of living of her people,
but just to keep them from deteriorating.
To do this, India has worked out a 6-
year, minimum development program.
This program will cost the equivalent of
nearly $4,000,000,000. Of this about
$1,700,000,000 must be in foreign ex-
change to buy necessary imports.

If this plan is to succeed, it will re-
quire India’s total available foreign ex-
change assets of about $750,000,000—and
more.

India now owes the International
Monetary Fund $100,000,000 and the In-
ternational Bank $62,500,0C0. It is ab=-

solutely essential to India’s development -

that its ability to obtain further ¢xternal
loans should not be reduced. India has
no funds and no possibility of earning
funds which will not be desperately
neéded for her vital development pro-
gram and which could be spared to pay a
debt for food. India is already exporting
all the manganese, mica, burlap, and
other major export commodities which
her mines and industries can produce
without great additional outlays of capi-
tal—which India does not have. India
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could not give the United States this
manganese and other strategic materials
in barter or to pay a debt because the
proceeds of the sale of all such materials,
the bulk of which already go to the
United States, are already being used and
will need to be used to pay for her im-
ports of food and other essentials.

The food which India must have will
be eaten this year. It will save count-
less lives. But it will not directly in-
crease India’s ability to pay a debt made
for it. A loan of this kind for consum-
ables is considered unsound practice by
both private bankers and governments.

It is plain from these hard facts that
if India is compelled to go further in
debt for the food it needs now, its ability
to carry out its minimum development
plan will be seriously endangered. This
would prevent India from creating the
conditions which would enable it to meet
similar emergencies in the future. As
President Truman said in his message:

Unless India can undertake such a pro-
gram, its economic troubles will increase, the
standard of living of its people will continue
to decline, and there will be no end to its
history of recurrent famine.

Fifth. Why a grant is provided: India’s
request was for assistance in providing
the needed 2,000,000 tons on special and
easy terms. This request includes a loan
or a grant. It is for the United States
to determine in its own interest what the
reply should be.

In view of the factors set out above,
the executive branch concluded that
there are no terms upon which repay-
ment of a loan by India would be easy—
or in fact could be made without gravely
threatening its future stability. The
President’s message to the Congress
therefore called for a substantial portion
of the grain to be promptly made avail-
able as a grant. The message recoms=
mended that the Congress authorize the
full 2,000,000 tons and appropriate funds
now for only the first million tons. This
would avert the imminent danger and
provide time to explore in greater detail
the need for the balance of the Indian
request and to determine the best way
of supplying the amounts needed. This
conception is written into the bill by the
provision in section 3 that only half the
funds authorized may be available before
June 30, 1951—the remaining half only
thereafter.

The President's recommendation,
which is supported by the testimony of
the witnesses before the Foreign Affairs
Committees, is based: First, on India’s
inability to repay a loan without serious-
ly injuring the essential needs of her
economy; and, second, on the principle
followed by the United States in foreign
aid since World War II—in the light of
post-World War I experience—that in
such circumstances a loan does not make
economic good sense and help should be
given by grant if it is to be given at all.

Sixth. The interest of the United
States: The primary interest of the
United States in this situation is hu=-
manitarian—to prevent mass suffering
among the Indian people. Former Pres-
ident Hoover stated: “This does not fall
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into the category of politics; it falls into
the category of Christianity.”

At the same time it is of highest im-
portance to the United States that dem-
ocratic government survive and flourish
in India—the country of the greatest
land mass, population, and potential
strength in free Asia, Despite the po-
litical differences between the United
States and India over the situation in
the Far East, relations between the
United States and India are fundamen-
tally good and friendly. Widespread
chaos in India, resulting either from
failure to have sufficient food in this
crisis or from failure to carry out the
development plan on schedule, could
seriously weaken the confidence of the
masses in the central government and
the democratic system.

Because of the importance to the
United States of a stable, friendly India,
it is in our national interest that in mak-
ing the grain available, India should not
be saddled with a debt which would
curtail or postpone the essential devel-
opment program.

There is an additional intangible but
highly important reason why a grant
would be far more valuable to the United
States than its cost. This is the first of-
ficial request India has made to the
United States for help. The response of
the United States will be watched with
the utmost interest by all the people of
Asia who have seen the response which
the United States has made in recent
years to the nations of Europe for eco-
nomic and military aid. Although a
Jong-term loan would make the food
available to India, it would do so only
at the expense of her development plan,
The United States knows this and the
people of India and Asia know we know
it. If the United States nevertheless re-
sponds to India’s request by making food
available only on a loan basis, it would
inevitably be cited both by Soviet prop-
agandists and by influences in India
seeking to pull India away from the free
nations toward the Soviet Union and
Red China, as demonstrating a lack of
true friendship for India and needs of
her people. On the other hand, a grant
by the United States in India’s time of
great emergency, recognizing her need
for every bit of her foreign exchange to
carry out her development plan, would
demonstrate the friendship and under-
standing of the American people for
India and would enormously strengthen
the effectiveness in India of the large
number of members of the Indian Par-
liament and public who believe in closer
relationships with the United States.

A gift of food in this situation would
not only be a great humanitarian act,
it would also be a dramatic act of the
greatest importance and benefit to the
United States in our relations with
Asia—its returns in friendship and con-
fidence would far exceed its cost.

Seventh. India’s attitude toward the
United States: The attitude of the
Indian Government and people toward
the United States is fundamentally
friendly. Attempts are being made to
prove the contrary by quoting certain
statements contained in recent speeches
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delivered in Texas by Bharatan Kuma-
rappa, an Indian representative on the
U. N. Social Commission. These speeches
were made by him as an individual, not
as an official of the Indian Government.
The Indian Government has publicly
disavowed any responsibility for these
speeches.

There are unquestionably many people
in India who feel that India should side
with the Soviet Union. There are many
more who, despite their deep suspicion
of the West resulting from centuries of
foreign domination, are friendly to the
United States and feel that India’s best
interests lie in close association with the
free nations of the world. The follow-
ing statement which 43 members of the
Indian Parliament cabled to the Speaker
of the House and the President of the
Senate are typical of the views of these
many friends of the United States in
India:

Undersigned members of Indian Parlia-
ment belonging to various parties, groups,
and states, request you place this message
before honorable Members Senate/House
of Representatives of the United States.

Conslderation by your House of proposal
for gift to India of food grains to help this
country tide over her present shortage and
mitigate distress to our people will be
watched keenly by many here. We are
amongst those in India who are opposed to
totalitarianism in all its forms and recognize
that liberty and integrity of free countries of
Asla including our own are today menaced
by Communist expansionism. We have on
the other hand watched with appreciation
great effort for welfare of free world em-
bodied in Marshall aid and point 4 program.
We would like to see United States and India
cooperate with countries, commonwealth and
other democracies in securing world peace
through collective security.

Convinced as we are that bulk of Indian
people believe in democratic way of life and
recognize in democracies of world their
natural friends and allies, we should he
happy to see our fellow legislators in United
Btates Congress give their approval to pro-
posal now before them moved by needs of
people of India and uninfiuenced by momen-
tary differences of policy. We are confident
such gesture of solidarity on part of repre=-
sentatives of American people toward people
of India would strengthen friendship and
understanding between our two countries
and bring them closer together.

Statements that Prime Minister Nehru
has disavowed the views expressed by
these members of Parliament are untrue,
What the Prime Minister did was criti-
cize the procedure by which members of
the Parliament addressed their views to
the United States Congress. His own
views were expressed when he said to
Norman Cousins of the Saturday Review
of Literature:

Too much reliance on outside help means
that you do not grow up properly, that you
do not strengthen yourself. That is true,
but in the matter of wheat, we have wanted
it; we want it badly; we are facing a very
severe crisis. We don’t shout about it quite
50 much perhaps as we might; it is unbe-
coming to shout. But the fact is that our
need is very great. We welcome the sugges-
tions made in America—in the Congress
there—that a large quantity of wheat will be
coming, and we shall look forward to it.

Prompt action of H. R. 3017 will
strengthen the position of Indian friends
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of the United States, Inaction, delay,
or substitution of a loan for a grant will
strengthen the position of those Indians
who advocate closer relations with the
Soviet Union.

Eighth. Method of distribution: H. R.
3017 provides for a gift of food to India
to be distributed to the people through
the rationing system. Some people have
feared that this may not get food to the
needy. Actually, such fears are ground-
less, In the first place, India's ration-
ing system is one of the world’s best. It
covers 125,000,000 of India’s people in
cities and towns who cannot possibly buy
enough food in the open market. Sec-
ondly, the rationing system is not oper-
ated for profit and grain is distributed
through it at prices low enough to en-
able even the lowest income groups to
buy their rations. Therefore, as long as
the system is maintained by adequate
supply of grain, very few people will be
unable to pay for their rations, Thirdly,
those who lack even the small sums re-
quired to buy rationed grain are tradi-
tionally cared for by their family or their
village. The Indian family is a large
and eclosely knit organization and all of
its members have an obligation to help
other members of the family who are in
need. The inhabitants of an Indian vil-
lage have the same sense of obligation to
their fellow villagers. Fourthly, in the
event that a locality suffers a disaster of
such magnitude that the family and the
village cannot care for the needy be-
cause almost all the local people are
without resources, the Government pro-
vides aid. Over the years there has been
established a famine code in India. Un-
der it the Government insures that food
grain is delivered to the stricken area
and immediately commences public
works projects to provide employment
and wages for the inhabitants to buy
food. .

The two witnesses best qualified to
comment on this matter, Rev. Vin-
cent McCauley, appearing in behalf of
the Catholic Welfare Organizations and
with long experience in India, and Dr.
Franklin C. Fry, representing the Na-
tional Council of Churches of Christ,
who has just returned from India, both
vigorously opposed any idea of taking
any portion of this food out of the well-
operating rationing system for free dis-
tribution—even though their own organ-
izations are actually engaged in chari-
table work in India.

Ninth. Counterpart funds: Although
H. R. 3017 provides for a gift of food to
India without payment in foreign ex-
change, it requires the Indian Govern-
ment to pay into a special account all
the local currency it receives from the
distribution of the food through its ra-
tioning system. These funds are to be
used to pay all local currency expenses
of the United States in aiding India.
They are also to be used as agreed upon
by the United States and India for the
benefit of the Indian people in programs
to increase food production and in other
projects and programs in the mutual in-
terest of the two countries.

This program makes American aid
doubly effective—first to meet the emer-
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gency need for food, and, second, to help
the Indian people in their own efforts
to prevent such emergencies arising in
the future. These funds can be used to
establish agricultural extension services,
develop and distribute more productive
seed stocks, teach better farming meth-
ods, improve distribution of agricultural
products, dig tube wells and increase
water supply to farmers, control malaria
and other diseases which cut down the
working energy of farmers, develop min-
eral resources needed by India and the
United States and otherwise strengthen
the Indian economy. The ECA will be
responsible for seeing to the usefulness
of all such projects.

Tenth. Transport: Inland transport
of the additional 2,000,000 tons will be
difficult but can be handled without im-
pairing other important shipments to
the Korean front and elsewhere.

Ccean transport can be handled by
making vessels available from our large
mothball fleet. The bill authorizes an
advance of funds from the RFC to the
Maritime Administration to reactivate
and operate these ships. This advance
will be repaid out of receipts from the
operation of the ships.

Eleventh. Use of grain by Indians:
The masses of the Indian people eat
wheat in the form of coarse grinding
called “atta.” In a few large cities some
of the wheat is preground and issued in
the ration system in this form. Else-
where, the grain is issued whole and is
ground into “atta” by small village mills
or milled or pounded in households.

The Indian people are unaccustomed
to flour and do not know how to use it.
Moreover, the “atta” is milled at an ex-
traction rate of 95 percent, an important
nutritional factor in a diet predomi-
nantly composed of grain.

Any requirement that a part of the
grain provided by H. R. 3017 be delivered
as flour, would to that extent diminish
the helpfulness of the gift.

Twelfth. Strategic materials:

Manganese and mica: India shipped
to the United States in 1950 585,971 tons
of manganese, and 260,000 tons of mica,
about three-fourths of its total exports.
The bulk of the remainder went to the
United Kingdom, These shipments are
continuing. There is a current rumor
that there has been a cut in manganese
shipments in 1951, This is not true.
From January 1 to March 3, 110,000 long
tons have been shipped. This is a rate
about 10 percent greater than the aver-
age in 1950. Arrivals in January were
about 81,000 long tons. Official statis-
tics for arrivals in February have not
yet been completed; however, shipments
in January which might be expected for
February delivery were about 62,000
tons—and as much as 16,000 tons is
known to have been received by only one
United States company. It is a fact,
though, that exports are being hampered
by lack of shipping. One of the impor-
tant beneficial results of the grain pro-
gram would be to make available ships
to carry manganese on the return trip.

Monazite: In 1946 the then independ-
ent state of Travancore instituted an
embargo on all exports of monazite, a
source of thorium and several rare
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earths, which embargo was subsequently
incorporated in the Indian Atomic
Energy Act and now applies also to other
atomiec energy materials. The State De-
partment, however, constantly has been
trying to arrange with the Indian Gov-
ernment to lift the embargo for exports
to the United States and efforts to this
end are still continuing. The total value
of monazite sands which might be ex-
ported would not amount to much more
than a million dollars a year, which
would have a very minor effect on India’s
balance of payments. Only one Ameri-
can company is a substantial refiner of
monazite. This company sells about
half of its current output of refined
thorium salts to such ordinary industries
as the gas-mantle industry. The re-
mainder is taken by the Atomic Energy
Commission. This company has on hand
as the result of the processing of mona-
zite for its rare earth constituents, waste
material containing several hundred
tons of thorium. Current demand for
thorium has not been great enough to
warrant refining these waste materials
for their thorium content.

Monazite is also the source of certain
rare earth elements, some of which are
valuable to industry and for the defense
program. The Indian Government is
now arranging to refine these elements
in India, and there is hope that they
may be available for United States pur-
chase in the near future.

Any amendment to the food bill
which would interfere with India’s in-
dependent control over its own resources
by compelling the Indian Government to
lift its embargo as a precondition to
delivery of food under the bill, would not
only resulf in the lasting hatred of India
but might even result in the Indian Gov-
ernment choosing to refuse the terms,
despite the suffering which would fol-
low. BShould this occur, it would take
decades to restore the destruction which
United States prestige would suffer in
India and all Asia.

The way to obtain a lifting of the In-
dian embargo is not through an attempt
at compulsion, but through negotiation
in a friendly atmosphere of the kind
which could be created by the food grant.

Thirteenth. The princely wealth of
India: Before India’s independence, the
prinees, nizams, and maharajahs who
headed the princely states had full con-
trol not only over their own property
but also over the property of the state.
It was this property which constituted
the bulk of the princely wealth of India.
This property was primarily lands and
palaces. It included gold and jewels
which were largely in the form of works
of art and ceremonial symbols and re-
galia of the state.

The princely states have now been in-
corporated in the Indian Republic and
the greatest part of the wealth formerly
controlled by the princes has been taken
from them and given to the new states.
The princes, who remain as symbolic
officials in the new states, have been
made settlement of a very small portion
of their old holdings. The palaces have
become public buildings and the lands
are being distributed under the land-
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reform plans. The jewels are held as
heirlooms and treasures of the state and
used in state ceremonies. There is lit-
tle if any market for these articles in
their present form. To be sold they
would have to be broken up and melted
down. This would destroy much of their
value. To compel the destruction and
sale of these national treasures and
antiguities would not bring a realistic
solution to India’s financial difficulties
and would create a lasting resentment
among the masses of the Indian people
which would seriously affect the good
will we are striving to foster.

Fourteenth. Jute and burlap: India is
a major source of jute and burlap for
the United States—almost 80 percent
coming from India in 1950. The jute
industry is also a major source of for-
eign-exchange earnings for India. In-
dia imposes an export duty on jute prod-
ucts. Burlap prices are now high and it
is being said by some that this is the
result of the Indian export duty. This
is not true.

The underlying cause of the present
high price in the United States is the
fact that the demand here has out-
stripped the supply. While United States
demand for burlap has risen since the
Korean war, the supply decreased be-
cause of the Indo-Pakistan trade im-
passe. The supply problem should be al-
leviated by the new Indo-Pakistan trade
agreement of February 25, which pro-
vides that Pakistan will supply India
with 1,000,000 bales of raw jute before
June 30 of this year and an additional
2,500,000 bales in the succeeding 12
months.

The direct cause of the present high

- price of jute goods in the United States

is the action of the United States market
alone, Statistics given in United States
burlap publications show that the high
price in the United States bears no rela=-
tionship to the Indian export price, in-
cluding the export tax. The spot market
in the United States just before the out-
break of hostilities in Korea was about 16
cents per yard for 40-inch 10-ounce bur-
lap. By late October this rose to abouf
31 cents and by March 10, 1951, it more
than doubled to about 34 cents. Mean=
while, the landed price in New York, in=-
cluding India’s export tax, remained con-
stant at a fraction less than 16 cents un-
til late October. In the latter parts of
October and November, India fwice
raised its export tax in the hope of elimi-
nating illegal transactions by narrowing
the gap between India’s export ceiling
price and the market sales price. As a
result of these increases in export tax
the landed cost in New York rose to less
than 23 cents. As of March 10, 1951, the
American mark-up of spot market price
over landed cost was still approximately
12 gents—or about 50 percent of the
landed cost, in conirast with the pre-
Korean mark-up of about one-half cent
or about 3 percent of the landed cost.

India removed confrols on exported
jute prices on March 12. In what is now
a free market it is to be expected that
Indian exporters will raise their asking
price to a level in line with the American
spot market price.
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It is clear from these facts that the
very high price of burlap to the Ameri-
can farmers and other ~onsumers is a
result of market forces in the United
States and does not result from the In-
dian export tax.

Fifteenth. Effects of the Indo-Paki-
stan trade impasse: It has been said that
the Indian food shortage and India’s in-
ability to pay for its full import need of
6,000,000 tons of food grains is a conse-
quence of the former trade impasse be-
tween India and Pakistan. This is not
true.

Allegations have been made that the
food shortage resulted from, first, failure
of India to buy wheat which was avail-
able in Pakistan in 1950, and, second, to
the diversion of land from food grains to
jute and cotton. As to the first point:
In early 1950, India’s imports were based
upon estimated requirements to keep the
rationing system functioning properly.
Had India then bought the Pakistan
wheat, it would have correspondingly re-
duced its purchases from other sources.
During the course of the year Pakistan
sold its grain elsewhere. By the time
the natural catastrophes made it evi-
dent that more grain was needed, the
Pakistan grain was not available,

As to the second point: India in-
creased its jute acreage only some 150,-
000 acres and its cotton acreage by about
1,200,000 acres in 1950. Not all of this

eased acreage was at the expense of
food grains, and the total decrease of
food-grain production resulting from
this diversion probably did not exceed
175,000 tons. The foreign exchange
value of these cash crops made it possible
to buy grain abroad equivalent to all that
could have been produced on this land—
and more too,

India’s financial difficulties have been
attributed to the almost complete stop-
page of legal trade with Pakistan during
1950. There is no questioning the fact
that both countries suffered from this
trade impasse. Had normal trade oc-
curred, the two countries would have
been in a better general economic posi-
tion as 1951 began. However, it is highly
doubtful that India would have had
larger foreign exchange resources avail-
able to buy food grain as it normally runs
a deficit in its trade account with Pak-
istan.

In any case, India and Pakistan
signed comprehensive ifrade agreement
on February 25, 1951, and the reestab-
lishment of normal trade patterns can
be expected. Under the terms of the
agreement, India is to receive 325,000
tons of food grain from Pakistan in
1951, This grain will be included in the
Indian purchase program of 4,000,000
tons. It will not reduce India’'s need for
the 2,000,000 tons requested.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Murter (at
the request of Mr. Roorey) from April
2 through April 6, inclusive, on account
of official business.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given

permission to extend his remarks and
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include an article appearing in Il Pro-
gresso Italo-Americano.

Mr. CELLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks on
three subjects.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in two instances and include newspaper
editorials.

Mr. MAGEE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a newspaper article from the St.
Joseph (Mo.) News-Press.

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a statement by Hon. Homer B.
Ketchum, national legislative director of
the Veterans of Foreign Yars.

Mr. BURDICK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks.

Mr. GRAHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include the returns on a question-
naire he recently circulated to the
householders in his district.

* Mr. VELDE (at the request of Mr.
KersTEN of Wisconsin) was given per-
mission to extend his remarks.

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in two instances.

Mr. MORANOD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
ir.clude an article from the Greenwich
Times, Greenwich, Conn.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in two
instances, in each to include additional
matter.

Mr. VAN PELT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances, in each to include additional
matter.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in three instances, in each to in-
clude additional matter.

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an article.

Mr. PEREKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of
the Senate of the following title:

S.J. Res. 40. Joint resolution to extend

the time for the filing of certain claims under
the War Claims Act of 1948,

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRE-
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on the following
dates present to the President, for his
approval, bills and joint resolutions of
the House of the following titles:

On March 22, 1951:

H.R.609. A bill for the relief of Carroll
L. Vickers;

H.R.2339. A bill to clarify the immigra-
tion status of certain aliens; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

H.J.Res. 173. Joint resolution to amend
and extend the provisions of the District
of Columbia Emergency Rent Act, as
amended.

On March 24, 1951:

H. J. Res. 207. Joint resolution making ad-
ditional appropriations for the District of
Columbia for the fiscal year 1951, and for
other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreeu to; accordingly
(at 2 o’clock and 7 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, April 3, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

325. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the report of the Secre-
tary of Defense, together with the reports
of the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force, for the 6 months from
July 1 to December 31, 1950, pursuant to
section 202 (d) of the National Security Act
of 1947, as amended; to the Committee on
Armed Services,

326, A letter from the Chalrman, Recon-
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting
copies of the report on the Government-
owned tin smelter at Texas City, Tex., and
the program for the purchase and sale of tin
meta! in the United States, pursuant to
Public Law 125, Eightieth Congress; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

327. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled, “A bill to remove the
limitation on the numerical strength of the
White House Police force”; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

328. A letter from the president, Board of -

Commissioners of the District of Columbia,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en-
titled, A bill to amend the act entitled ‘an
act to control the manufacture, transporta=
tion, possession, and sale of alcoholic bev-
erages ir the District of Columbia,’ approved
January 24, 1934, as amended”; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

329. A letter from the chlef scout execu-
tive, Boy Scouts of America, transmitting
the Forty-first Annual Report of the Boy
Scouts of America for the year 1950, pur-
suant to the act of June 15, 1916, entitled
“An act to incorporate the Boy Scouts of
America, and for other purposes" (H. Doc.
No. 97); to the Committee on Education and
Labor and ordered to be printed with
1llustrations.

330. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting audit
report of Government Services, Inc., for the
fiscal year ended December 31, 1950, pur-
suant to a request of the Board of Trustees,
Government Services, Inc.; to the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments.

331. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting the audit
report on the Inland Waterways Corporation
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1950, pur-
suant to the Government Corporation Con=-
trol Act (31 U. 5. C. 841) (H. Doc. No. 98);
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments and ordered to be
printed.

332. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting copies of legisla-
tion passed by the Municipal Council of St.
Thomas and St. John, and by the Municipal
Council of St. Croix, pursuant to section 16
of the Organic Act of the Virgin Islands of
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the United States approved June 22, 1936;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

333. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting copies of orders of the Commis-
sioner of the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service suspending deportation as well
as a list of the persons involved, pursuant to
the act of Congress approved July 1, 1948
(Public Law 863), amending subsection (c)
of section 19 of the Immigration Act of Feb-
ruary 5, 1917, as amended (8 U. 8. C. 155
(c)); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

334. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting copies of the orders of the Com-
missioner of the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service granting the application for
permanent residence filed by the subjects of
such orders, pursuant to section 4 of the Dis-
placed Persons Act of 1948, as amended; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

335. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting copies of orders entered in cases
where the ninth proviso to section 3 of the
Immigration Act of February b5, 1917 (8
U. 8. C. 136), was exercised in behalf of such
aliens, pursuant to zection 6 (b) of the act
of October 16, 1918, as amended by section
22 of the Internal Securlity Act of 1950 (Pub-
lic Law 831, 81st Cong.); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

330. A letter from the Acting Postmaster
General, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled, “A bill to amend certain laws
relating to the submisslon of postmasters’
accounts under oath, and for other pur-
poses”; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice.

337. A letter from the Chairman, United
States Tarif Commission, transmitting a
copy of the Third Annual Report on the
Operation of the Trade Agreements Pro-
gram, pursuant to Executive Order 10082;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

338. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year 1951 in the amount of $21,500 for
the legislative branch (H. Doc. No. 89); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

339. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the Fourteenth Quar-
terly Report by the Secretary of Commerce
on Export Control, pursuant to the Export
Control Act of 1949; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

340. A letter from the Secretary, Philip-
pine War Damage Commission, transmit-
ting the Final and Ninth Semiannual Report
of the United States Philippine War Damage
Commission, pursuant to the Philippine Re-
habilitation Act of 1946; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

841, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill entitled, “A bill to authorize
the Secretary of the Interlor to compromise,
adjust, or cancel certain debts of individual
Indians and Indian tribal organizations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

342. A letter from the Chairman, Recon-
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting
a report that under Executive Order 9942,
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is
producing and selling synthetic rubber, pur-
suant to section 9 (a) of the Rubber Act of
1948 (Public Law 469, 80th Cong.), as ex-
tended and amended by Public Law 575,
Eighty-first Congress; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

343. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting proposed
revisions in budget estimates for the fiscal
year 1952 involving a decrease in the amount
of $5,317,000 for the Department of Com-
merce, in the form of amendments to the
budget for said fiscal year (H. Doc. No. 100);
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to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

844, A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a draft
of proposed provisions to the
fiscal year 1852 for the Panama Canal, in
the form of an amendment to the budget for
said fiscal year (H. Doc. No. 101); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

345. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year 1951 in the amount of §51,300,000
for the Atomic Energy Commission (H. Doc.
No. 102); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

346. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a pro-
posed supplemental appropriation for the
fiscal year 18952 in the amount of $151,000
for the United States Soldiers’ Home, in the
form of an amendment to the budget for
sald fiscal year (H. Doc. No. 103); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed.

347. A letter from the Clerk of the United
States House of Representatives, transmitting
a stipulation signed by the attorneys for the
contestant and the contestee in the contested
election case of W. Kingsland Macy against
Ernest Greenwood for a seat in the Eighty-
second Congress from the First Congres-
sional District of the State of New York
(H. Doc. No. 104); to the Committee on
House Administration and ordered to be

printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIOC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, H. R. 3196. A bill
to amend section 153 (b) of the Internal
Revenue Code; without amendment (Rept.
No. 284). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DOUGHTON: Committee on Ways and
Means. H. R. 3336, A bill to suspend certain
import taxes on copper; without amendment
(Rept. No. 285). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIOKS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H. R. 3453. A bill to provide for the com=
mon defense and security of the United
States and to permit the more effective utili-
gzation of manpower resources of the United
States by authorizing universal military
training and service, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Bervices.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. R. 3454. A bill granting to physically
handicapped individuals a special deduction,
for income-tax purposes, of $600; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

H. R, 3455. A bill to amend section 4202 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to
parole of Federal prisoners; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COUDERT:

H. R.3456. A bill to permit the postpone=

ment of income tax with respect to a portion

of earned net income paid to a restricted re-.

tirement fund; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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By Mr. HAGEN:

H. R.3457. A bill to supplement the Fed-
eral Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 19186,
as amended and supplemented, to authore
iwe regular appropriations for the construc-
tion of rural local roads, and for other pure
poses; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H.R. 3458. A bill to provide for the grant-
ing of financial ald to Israel; to the Com=-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.3459. A bill to amend the Federal
Credit Unlon Act; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts
(by request):

H. R. 3460. A bill to encourage employment
of veterans with pensionable or compensable
service-connected disabilities through Fed-
eral reimbursement to any employer, in-
surer, or fund, of amounts of workmen's
compensation pald on account of disability
or death arising out of such employment;
to the Committee on Veterans' . flairs.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R.3461. A bill to provide a method for
the advancement of certain substitute rural
carrlers in the postal field service to the posi=
tion of regu-ar rural carrier; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia:

H.R.3462. A bill to authorize the delivery
of sewerage from communities in Virginia
into the sewerage system of the District of
Columbia and the treatment of such sewer=
age in the District of Columbia sewerage
treatment plant, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

By Mr. VINSON:

H. R.3463. A bill to authorize the transfer
of certain naval vessels; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

H.R.3464. A bill to authorize the Secre=
tary of the Navy to with the con=-
struction of certain naval installations and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. BURNSIDE:

H. R. 34656. A bill to readjust size and
weight limitations on fourth-class (parcel
post) mail; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. FORAND:

H.R.3466. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act, as amended, by Increasing the
amount of wages and net earnings from self-
employment permitted without suspension
of benefit payments under the Federal old=-
age and survivors insurance system, and for

other purposes; to the Committee on Ways’

and Means.
By Mr. LATHAM:

H. R.3467. A bill to provide aviation edu-
cation for certain students in senior high
schools; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.3468, A bill to amend the Federal
Employees’' Compensation Act to extend cov-
erage to certain persons engaged in civil de-
fense; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Bervice.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H.R.3469. A bill to require that a more
adequate statement of the ingredients in
certain insecticides and other economic poi-
sons be contained on the labels thereof; to
the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. VINSON:

H. R.8470. A bill authorizing the procure«
ment of land for the Federal Civil Defense
Administration, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HILLINGS:

H.J. Rea 210. Joint resolution to permit
articles imported from foreign countries for
the purpose of exhibition at the World Trans-
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tion Fair, to be held at Arcadia in Los
Angeles County, Calif., to be admitted with-
out payment of tariff, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
meetings of the United Nations Assembly
and similar world organizations of which
the United States is a member, should be
opened with prayer; to the Committee on

H. Con. Res B7. Concumnt resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
President should request General of the
Army Douglas A. MacArthur to return to the
United States and to report on the Korean
sltuation at a jJoint session of the Senate and -
House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of Massachu-
setts Legislature for Members of Congress
from Massachuseti{s to reduce to 63 years the
age for eligibility for old-age assistance; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GREENWOOD: Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 55, adopted by the New York
State Legislature, memorializing Congress
and the Secretary of Agriculture to continue
without change the present agreement in
regard to the joint regulation of the New
York milk marketing area; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOLMES: Memorial of State of
Washington, House of Representatives, house
Joint memorial No. 2, urging favorable legis-
lative action to provide for statehood for
Territorles of Alaska and Hawali; to the Com=
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of State of Washington,
House of Representatives, house joint memo-
rial No. 8, urging extension of time for period
of at least 2 years in which Indian tribes
may file claims before the Indian Claims
Commission; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: Memo-
rial of the General Court of Massachusetts,
advocating that the eligibility age for old-
age assistance be reduced to 63 years; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, memorial of the General Court of
Massachusetts, urging enactment of legisla-~
tion to curb war profiteering; to the Coms=
mittee on Ways and Means.

By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the Legis=
lature of the State of California, relative to
the immigration of Basque sheepherders
pursuant to Public Law 587 of the Eighty-
first Congress, and to appropriate funds for
national civil defense; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, relative to requesting the
Congress to reject H. R. 2082, relating to
second-class mailing matter; to the Coms-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Also, memorial of the Legislaiure of the
State of California, relative to the reactiva-
tion of the Defense Highway Act of 1941; to
the Committee on Public Works.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Idaho, relative to appropriaticns for
the Albenl Falls project; and to regulate and
control the taking of salmon commercially
from the Columbia River; and to expedite
the flow of Federal moneys to the small mine
owners and operators in the State of Idaho;
to the Committee on Public Works.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Kansas, relative to taxes on incomes,
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inheritances, and gifts; to the Committee on
Wayvs and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Maryland, relative to ratifying the
proposed amendment to the Constitution of
the United States relating to the terms of of-
fice of the President of the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Maryland, relative to urging the
Congress of the United States to distribute
tax burdens more equitably; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Massachusetts, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States urging enactment of legislation to
curb war profiteering; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

*1so, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Montana, relative to the Indians of
the State of Montana, relating to all exist-
ing Federal laws which discriminate against
such Indians, ete.; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Nevada, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to provide sufficient funds to carry on an ef-
fective program in the 1952 fiscal year to
combat the threat of the halogeton weed
to the West's livestock industry; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of New Mexico, relating to old-age
assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to de-
pendent children; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btcte of New Mexico, requesting recognition
of United States Highway No. 85 as a de-
fense highway and officially declare it to be
Pan-American Central Highway; to the Com=-
mittee on Public Worke.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Washington, relative to requesting
enactment of legislation to extend the time
within which Indian tribes may file claims
before the Indian Claims Commission for a
period of at least 2 years from August 13,
1951; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legisiature of the
State of Washington, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
Btates to take such action a 1is necessary
to provide for statehood for the present Ter-
ritory of Alarka and the present Territory
of Hawaii; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

Aleo, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Wisconsin, relative to requesting the
enactment of such legislation as may be
necessary to effectuate the development of
the proposed Mississippi River Parkway; to
the Committee on Public Works.

Also, memorlal of the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawall, relative to requesting
the Congress of the United States to enact
legislation providing for segregation, care,
maintenance, and treatment of persons af-
flicted with Hansen's disease; to the Coms-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawali, relative to residents of
the Territory of Hawaill serving in the
Armed Forces an . exempting them from all
Federal taxes becoming due while in the
service; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H.R.3471. A bill for the relief of Severio
Tavella; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.3472. A bill to recognize the public
service of, and extend certain benefits to,
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Oscar Bitchman; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.
By Mr. CHELF:

H. R.3473. A bill for the relief of Valentina

Askyold; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JOHNSON: v

H. R. 3474, A bill for the relief of Mrs. Yuen

Shee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McCARTHY:

H.R.3475. A bill for the relief of George
Lahood;

H. R. 3476. A bill for the relief of Anastazia
Bolek; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.3477. A bill for the relief of David
Mordka Borenstajn, Itta Borenstajn nee
Schipper, and Fella Borenstajn; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'TOOLE:

H.R. 3478. A bill for the rellef of Avelino
Rodriguez Pego; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H. R.3479. A bill for the relief of Alfredo M.
Gerardo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on-the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

167. By Mr. GOODWIN: Resolution of
Malden (Mass.) mayor and city council op-
posing any proposed bill for the levying of a
tax on State and municipal bonds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

168. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of 39 mem=
bers of the congregation of the First Re=
formed Presbyterian Church of Beaver Falls,
Pa., opposing the passage of a universal mili-
tary training bill that does not include the
recommendations of the President’s Advisory
Commission on Universal Training calling for
limitation of the opportunities for the pur=
chase by trainees of any alcoholic beverages,
inciuding beer, through (a) prohibiting the
sale thereof to them on any military, naval,
or other camp reservation, or in any post ex-
change, ship's store, or canteen, (b) declar-
ing “off limits"” to trainees all taverns, tap-
rooms, and similar facilities whose principal
business is selling alcoholic beverages; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

169 Also, petition of 54 members of the
Geneva Reformed Presbyterlan Church of
Beaver Falls, Pa., urging that no measure for
universal military training be passed that
does not include the recommendations of the
President's Advisory Commission on UMT
calling for limitation of the opportunities
for the purchase by trainees of any alcoholic
beverage, including beer, through (a) pro-
hibiting the sale thereof to them on any
military, naval, or other camp reservation, or
in any post exchange, ship’s store, or can-
teen, (b) declaring “off limits"” to trainees all
taverns, taprooms, and similar facilities
whose principal business is selling alcoholic
beverages; to the Committee on Armed
BServices,

170. Also, petition of 33 members of the
College Hill United Presbyterian Church of
Beaver Falls, Pa., that no measure for uni-
versal military training be passed that does
not include the recommendations of the
President’s Advisory Commission on UMT
calling for limitation of the opportunities for
the purchase by trainees of any alcoholic
beverage including beer, through (a) pro-
hibiting the sale thereof to them on any
military, naval, or other camp reservation,
or in any post exchange, ship's store, or can-
teen, (b) declaring “off limits” to trainees
all taverns, taprooms, and similar facilities
whose principal business is selling alcoholic
beverages; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

171. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tion of the Lithuanian Americans of EKe-
nosha, Wis., reafirming their loyalty to the
principles of American democracy, pledge of
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wholehearted support of the administration
in its efforts to resist the Communist forces
of aggression, and to achieve an international
peace founded on principles of freedom and
Justice; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

172. Resolution of the Eenosha County
Dental Society reafirming faith in the Amer-
ican, voluntary way to safeguard the Na-
tion’s health and insure against the costs of
illness and unequivocally oppose any form of
national compulsory health insurance as a
dangerous step toward complete acceptance
of & planned, socialistic economy; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

173. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Miss
Ruth E. Sherburne, clerk, First Congrega-
tional Church, Amherst, Mass,, relative to
the famine which threatens thousands of the
people of India; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs,

174. Also, petition of M. L. Meyer, secre=
tary, Business Men’s Assoclation of the East
North Side, Pittsburgh, Pa., relative to going
on record in favor of a 17-percent annual pay
increase for postal employees; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

175. Also, petition of C. Yohner, secretary,
VFWA, Local No. 100, Pittsburgh, Pa., rela=-
tive to going on record in favor of a 17-per-
cent annual pay increase for postal em-
ployees; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

176. Also, petition of E. M. Reynolds, sec-
retary, Allegheny Aerie No, 827 FOE, Pitts-
burgh, Pa., relative to going on record in
favor of a 17-percent annual pay increase for
postal employees; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

177. Also, petition of R. J. Maur, secretary,
Allegheny Lodge No. 339, BPOLZ, N, 8., Pitts-
burgh, Pa., relative to going on record in
favor of a 17-percent annual pay increase for
postal employees; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

178. Also, petition of James Burnham,
Bombay, India, relative to the famine threat-
ening millions in Bihar; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

179. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of the
General Assembly of the State of Rhode
Island memorializing Congress in respect to
the drastic change in the delineation of the
purport of the Ifalian Peace Treaty, thereby
removing the barrier to the size of the armed
forces Italy may maintain for the later de-
fense of Western Europe, approved March 15,
1951; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

18r. Also, resolution of the City Council
of the City of Providence memorializing the
Members of the Congress of the United
States of America from the State of Rhode
Island to urge passage of such legislation
as would permit the active participation of
Italy in the program for defense against
agﬂgwsslon; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

SENATE

Tuespay, ApriL 3, 1951

(Legislative day of Monday, March 26,
1951)

The Senatc met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D, offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, we thank Thee for this
shrine of the Nation’s faith where, fac-
ing vast human issues committed to our
hands, relying on a strength and a wis-
dom not our own, we come humbly to
confess: In God we trust. In all the
perplexities of these confused days may
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